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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship of trust between principals and
teachers. The problem identified that few scholars have examined the perceptions of trust of
Hispanic Teachers and Administrators to determine if there are similarities or differences, and
how this is sustained to improve student achievement. The reviewed literature argues that school
administrators need to carefully assess if their interactions include characteristics of building
trust because it may be related to student academic achievement.
This research study was quantitative and conducted in Brownsville, Texas in Cameron
County. The Brownsville ISD is comprised of 37 elementary schools and a total of eight schools
were chosen for this study. A criterion was developed that determined eligibility for teacher
sampling. The data collection followed the guidelines and approval of The University of Texas at
Brownsville (UTB) University Institutional Review Board (IRB). Both the teacher and principal
survey were completed using an online survey website called Survey Monkey.
The data was analyzed using an SPSS software package. The data was used to identify
and examine the perceptions of principals and teachers about mutual trust through SPSS data
analysis procedures. Modified versions of Wolfe’s (2010) original 39-item Mutual Trust and Job
Satisfaction Survey instruments were used to examine the variables and perceptions of trust of
teachers and principals. The 42-item question survey instruments were used to measure the five
facets of trust between principals and teachers in elementary schools. They include benevolence,
competence, honesty, openness, and reliability.
There were eight schools that participated in the study and 29 principals. The surveys
provided information about beliefs, perceptions and attitudes of teachers and principals with
regard to trust, as well as how to develop and sustain trust. The identification of differences
between the perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to develop trust
iv

are also included. There were three questions that guided this research. Q1: What perceptions do
teachers identify a principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s trust? Q2: What
perceptions do principals identify a teacher should display in order to develop a principal’s trust?
Q3: What are the similarities between the perceptions of principals and teacher regarding
behaviors needed to develop trust?
Similar data analysis procedures were conducted for Question 1 and 2. The researcher
used the SPSS program to run Descriptive Statistics to observe the frequency responses and
further ran a Kruskal-Mallis test to recognize pair differences. The descriptive analysis was used
to examine each facet of trust and identified the highest mean of each facet as the perceptions
principals identified as teachers displaying in order to develop trust. In the final Question 3,
overall the behaviors associated with building trust were found in the facets of benevolence and
openness. Keywords associated with the facet of trust include supportive, showing respect,
confidential conversations, and fairness. In regards to the facet of openness, the keywords
associated with this facet were good communication skills and an open door policy.
Communication included teachers being able to give input in campus decision making.
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Chapter I
Introduction
The Texas Education Agency (TEA) is the agency that governs and guides public
education schools in Texas. This agency has two key responsibilities that reflect the significance
of the present study with respect to student academic achievement (TEA, 2013). The first is to
assess public school students on what they have learned by administering the statewide
assessment program. The second is to determine district and school accountability ratings under
the statewide accountability system. Consequently, teachers and principals are now faced with
proving more rigorous lessons to their students in order to improve their schools academic
student achievement. The new state standards are providing a challenge to Texas schools. In
order to meet these standards, school personnel must go well beyond minimum performance and
they must be inspired to give their very best (Tschannen-Moran, 2003). The motivation of
giving their very best can only be attained through daily social exchanges between the school
personnel. “The nature of these social exchanges, and the local cultural features that shape them,
condition a school’s capacity to improve” (Bryk & Schneider, 2002, p. 5). Therefore, this study
examines the relationship of trust between principal and teacher in elementary schools that have
met high student academic achievement.
A variety of studies (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy, Tarter, & Wiskoskie, 1992; Hoy &
Sabo, 1998), have explored the importance of principal-teacher relationships and how trust is a
key component in these relationships. For Example, Tschannen-Moran (2004) examined how the
principal-teacher relationship provides a window into the trust dynamics within a school and thus
they are vulnerable to one another. Forsyth, P.B., Adams, C.M., & Hoy, W.K. (2011) also
support that “trust is the keystone of successful interpersonal relations, leadership, team-work,

and effective organizations (p. 3).” Previous research (Hoy et al., 1992; Hoy & Sabo, 1998)
includes the relationship between school effectiveness and the trust dynamics found in schools
between principals, faculty, and clients (parents and students). The researchers examined the
importance of building trust in order to improve student achievement. Hoy and Sabo (1998)
identified and concluded that student achievement was an outcome that virtually everyone agreed
was an index of effective schooling when examining the relationship of trust.
According to Forsyth et al., (2011) there is a gap in research where researchers have not
taken into consideration the issue of trust in schools where the majority of the schools are from
low Socio Economic Status (SES). The researchers also highlighted that this gap includes
questioning whether SES is a variable that can explain student achievement. For example, is SES
a variable that delineates whether student academic achievement is possible based on the
school’s level of collective trust? Just like teachers are dependent on one another to build on
student’s knowledge learned in past years, so are teachers dependent on principals to create
school conditions that are conducive to helping children learn (Kochanek, 2005, p. 5). So how do
these conditions affect what the trust looks like between principals-teachers in a high population
of economically disadvantaged students in their schools? Equally significant, how do principals
gain trust, prove trustworthiness and show they are competent in doing their job? The researcher
examined this point and looked at what trust looks like between principals-teachers in
elementary schools.
Significance
The information in this study will inform and influence current and future school
administrators in the way they build trust in their schools. Based on the literature review
(Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Forsyth et al., 2011; Hoy et al., 1992; Hoy & Sabo, 1998), state
2

accountability tests and recent budget cuts for schools are placing school principals and their
teachers in a situation where they are now required to work harder with fewer resources available
to them. Principals and teachers face the difficult task of improving schools and their relationship
appears to be an important tool in raising student academic achievement. For example, as pointed
out by Kochanek (2004) trust is an especially useful tool for schools that are attempting to
embark on a new reform. This point is also addressed by Ghamrawi (2011) in that “trusting
relations stimulate teachers to exhibit a passion for professionalism, collegial dialogue, collective
problem-solving, risk-taking, community building and bear strong commitment to continual
instructional development and design” (p. 336). For that reason, it is important for school
administrators to recognize their leadership style may be hindering or fostering trust among their
teachers.
Research (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Kochanek, 2005; Forsyth
et al., 2011) shows that administrators should be prepared with the proactive tools to foster trust,
but also ones that build a sense of professional community where relationships of trust have been
broken. Administrators need these effective tools in order to lead effectively so they can make
the necessary alterations in their leadership. These alterations may help administrators gain a
better grasp of how they can increase their student academic achievement. “School leaders need
to better understand the dynamics of trust in order to reap its benefits for greater student
achievement, as well as improved organization,” (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. xii).
The present study extends and explores the elements of trust to help administrators build
a more relevant and responsive relationship with their faculty. Also, through building trust,
administrators will learn other skills and systems of efficiency, culture of respect and community
amongst the faculty. The study firmly guides current and future principals identify proactive
3

skills they can use to enhance the relationship of trust between principals-teachers and in return
gain better student academic achievement.
Furthermore, the significance of this study adds to the literature on building trust between
principals and teachers. Previous researchers (Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Tschannen-Moran 2004;
Forsyth et al., 2011; Wolfe 2010) have conducted their studies in other states which include
Illinois, Oklahoma, Ohio and Virginia. Based on the earlier research, (Hoy & Sabo, 1998;
Tschannen-Moran 2004; Forsyth et al., 2011; Wolfe 2010) this study is significant because it
expands the definition of trust. The sample and region are significant because the study was
conducted with a Hispanic population in a Texas city in United States/Mexico border region. In
contrast, earlier work (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 2006;
Forsyth et al., 2011; Wolfe, 2010), Hispanics were not the primary sample population.
Purpose and Problem Statement
The purpose of this study is to continue research (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy & Sabo,
1998; Hoy & Tarter, 2006; Forsyth et al., 2011; Price, 2012) examining the relationship of trust
between principals and teachers. The problem identified in examining trust is that few scholars
have examined the perceptions of trust of Hispanic Teachers and Administrators to determine if
there are similarities or differences, and how this is sustained to improve student achievement.
State accountability tests and recent budget cuts for schools are placing school principals and
their teachers in a situation where they are now required to work harder with fewer resources
available to them. Yet, principals and teachers must work together and trust one another in order
to increase student academic achievement on their campus. State and national economic
resources are limited. As a result, school administrators need to examine other aspects because
these aspects can be factors that may lead to improving their student’s academic success. Student
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attainment in the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) Test is presently
viewed as a major predictor in whether a school will be labeled as a low or a high performing
school by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). Consequently, school administrators need to
carefully assess whether their daily actions and interactions include characteristics of building
trust because it might be the key in improving their student’s academic achievement.
Research Questions
According to Forsyth et al., (2011), one of the first priorities of principals is to create a
trusting environment where teachers are able to trust one another and in the leadership of the
principal. Subsequently, the researchers point out four guidelines that should be used in
leadership practice (Forsyth et al, p. 167). The first guideline highlighted is the establishment of
trust in the principal by having a reputation of trustworthiness. The second guideline is for
principals to be leaders most of the time and occasionally as a manager. Third is for principals to
expect, respect and model organization citizenship. The fourth and final guideline for principals
is to develop and nurturing culture of trust and optimism. Spiro (2013) points out similar
practices by stating that effective leaders should be doing the following things: shaping a vision
of achievement for all students, creating a climate welcoming to education, promoting leadership
in others, improve daily instruction and be able to manage people, data, and processes to nurture
school improvement.
As a result of these studies (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Forsyth et al., 2011; Hoy et al.,
1992; Hoy & Sabo, 1998), it is important for principals to reflect upon or about their leadership
behaviors. In addition, they need to ask themselves: “what does trust looks like in their schools?”
“Is trust reflected in the behaviors of my personnel?” “Is there evidence of trust?” “How do
principals build this foundation of trust on their campus?” Principals need to be able to reflect on
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their daily behaviors with their teachers. They must also be aware if they are cultivating that
needed trust and if it is a factor that can increase their student academic achievement.
Accordingly, the following research questions guided this study.
Q1:

What perceptions do teachers identify a principal should display in order to
develop a teacher’s trust?

Q2:

What perceptions do principals identify a teacher should display in order to
develop a principal’s trust?

Q3:

What are the similarities between the perceptions of principals and teacher
regarding behaviors needed to develop trust?

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of the study is based on the Collective Trust Model (Forsyth
et al., 2011). The fundamental conditions of the model are the social construction of shared trust
beliefs within interdependent groups of an organization which depicts three contextual elements
that condition the formation of collective trust (Forsyth et al., 2011, p. 24). The first condition is
external context. This condition contains all environmental influences and experiences that have
shaped and continue to shape the values, attitudes, and expectations of individual group
members. The second element is internal context. This condition focuses on the influences and
conditions within an organization that affect the values, attitudes, and expectations of individuals
and groups within the organization. The third and final element is the task content. This
condition is the set of constraints inherent in the group’s particular task or specialty that establish
the levels of trust necessary for group and organizational effectiveness.
The word trust implies different meanings. For example, Forsyth et al. (2011) describes
trust as “the glue that holds the organization together” (p. 111) hence “trust entails trustees to
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adopt a common goal, which is often centered on school vision and mission” (Ghamrawi, 2011,
p. 339). Moreover, the word trust has been redefined throughout the years using previous
literature (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999, 2003; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000) and Forsyth
et al. (2011) sum up the definition as “a state in which individuals and groups are willing to
make themselves vulnerable to others and take risks with confidence that others will respond to
their actions in positive ways, that is, with benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and
openness” (p. 19-20). These five facets of trust have been recognized and used by researchers
(Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2004: Forsyth et al., 2011) to develop what
is now known as the Collective Trust Model.
In addition, Forsyth et al. (2011) pointed out the definition of trust as “a faculty’s
willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party is
benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open” (p. 35). Based on this definition, Forsyth et al.
(2011) noticed that faculty trust has numerous referents and therefore, the researchers
concentrated on four referents. They include faculty trust in students, faculty trust in colleagues,
faculty trust in the principal and faculty trust in parents. The initial survey items were based on
the Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) scales on trust. After an examination of their items was
conducted, the researchers observed that there were missing facets of trusts. They noticed
competency and openness was missing and as a result new items were integrated to the original
trust scales developed by Hoy and Kupersmith (1985). Consequently the Trust Scales were
formed using the five facets of trust which include benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty
and openness (Hoy & Kupersmith 1985; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Forsyth et al. 2011).
The layout of the Trust Scales is a six-point Likert response range that expands from
strongly agree to strongly disagree. The survey items were developed to assess comprehensive
7

statements of trust or distrust to determine various dimensions that could be said to belong to a
judgment about trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999, p. 190). In addition, the development of
the Trust Scales went through four phases. The first phase included a panel of experts who
answered the survey items. Second, a preliminary version was field tested with teachers which
consisted of a pilot study performed a small group of schools in order to test the factor structure
of the instrument, its reliability, and its validity. A large scale study was later conducted in which
the psychometric properties of the final instrument were assessed.
Field tests and pilot studies were conducted which resulted in the creation of one scale
that measures all aspects of faculty trust. “A field test with public school teachers was conducted
to evaluate the clarity of instructions, appropriateness of the response set, and face validity of the
items” (p. 37, Forsyth et al., 2011). Six teachers also examined and responded to the items and
gave some feedback that led to minor modifications of an item. “After the panel review and field
test, 48 items remained and were used in a pilot study to explore the factor structure, reliability,
and validity of the measure” (Forsyth et al., 2011, p. 37). The sample of the pilot study included
50 teachers from 50 different schools that tested the psychometric properties of the Trust scales.
The schools were divided into two sections. The first schools had a reputation of having high
conflict situations among the staff. The second sections of schools were known as having
reputation of low conflict among the staff.
The instruments used in the pilot study included the 48 trust items plus additional
measures were used to check the predictive validity of the trust scales. The researchers included
a self-estrangement scale, a sense of powerless scale, a teacher sense of efficacy scale and one
item measuring the perception of conflict in the school (Forsyth et al., 2011). They predicted that
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each facet of trust would be positively related to sense of teacher efficacy and negatively related
to self-estrangement, sense of powerlessness, and degree of conflict.
Data was collected through two procedures. The first procedure included the
identification of a third of the schools as coming from either low-trust or high-trust schools. Then
the teachers were given the questionnaires to complete. The other two thirds received the
questionnaire through the mail. Ninety-one percent of the teachers participated and returned the
questionnaires.
Methodology
The researcher analyzed the quantitative data in order to respond to the key questions
posed in the study.
Q1:

What perceptions do teachers identify a principal should display in order to
develop a teacher’s trust?

Q2:

What perceptions do principals identify a teacher should display in order to
develop a principal’s trust?

Q3:

What are the similarities between the perceptions of principals and teacher
regarding behaviors needed to develop trust?

The research conducted was considered non-experimental and cross-sectional because the
survey was given only once to the participants (Muijs, D., 2011). The researcher used the 26 item
Trust Scale questionnaire developed by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) and Wolfe (2010)
Teacher and Principal Surveys. The researcher analyzed the quantitative data in order to measure
the five facets of trust between principals and teachers in elementary schools that have met
TEA’s accountability standards in Indexes 1-3. The researcher then pinpointed the perceptions
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identified by teachers and principals that should be displayed in order to develop trust. The
researcher also identified the differences between the perceptions of principals and teachers
regarding behaviors needed to develop trust. Finally, the researcher identified if there was a
relationship between principal-teacher trust and academic achievement.
Participants.
The participants of the study were elementary school teachers that are from a Texas
county bordering the country of Mexico; for that reason the sample was binational, bilingual, and
bicultural. The sample consisted of a random selection from a list of schools who met specific
criteria. Participants were chosen based on their school’s 2013Accountability Ratings report
developed by the TEA. A convenient sample of eight elementary schools was selected for this
study. They included three high performing schools that were selected based on the following
criteria: Met Standards in Indexes 1-3 and received “Distinctions” in all three categories of
Read/ELA, Math and Top 25% Progress. Three schools were also be chosen that Met Standards
in Indexes 1-3 and did not receive “Distinctions” in any of the three categories of Read/ELA,
Math nor Top 25% Progress. Although no distinctions were earned, the elementary schools did
meet TEA’s criteria of an accountability rating of “Met Standard” and as a result had successful
student academic achievement.
Participants were teachers from PK- 5th grade, Music Teachers, Librarians, Reading
Coaches, 3 year old program teachers, Physical Education Teachers, and Special Education
Teachers. Sampling consisted of approximately 175 elementary teachers that had been on that
campus for at least one year. First year teachers to the campus were omitted from taking the
survey.
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Instrumentation.
The instruments that were used in this study were modified versions of the Mutual Trust
and Job Satisfaction Surveys developed by Wolfe (2010). It is a 5-point Likert Scale survey with
a range of Always to Never. The survey was developed based on the five facets of trust identified
by Tschannen-Moran (2004) and job satisfaction. The five facets are comprised of benevolence,
honesty, openness, reliability, and competence. The original instrument was modified because
Wolfe (2010) wanted to have two similar instruments that would be able reciprocal and would
measure the same facets of trust. One instrument was developed for teachers and the second was
developed for principals.
The instrument’s validity was determined by a panel of experts. The panel reviewed the
survey and classified the statements based on the facets of trust each statement was addressing.
The panel was comprised of eleven individuals enrolled in a doctorate program in educational
leadership. The panel consisted of four assistant principals, two principals, four assistant
superintendents, and one professor. After reviewing the instrument, the panel modified
statements in order to clearly address the five facets of trust.
Wolfe (2010) piloted the instrument in a school composed of a small faculty. The
researcher found it beneficial to pilot study the survey in a small school because it allowed for
discussion between the participants and the researcher. Questions were clarified and the
researcher was also able to determine the adequacy of the research procedures and correct any
unexpected glitches prior to beginning the study.
Four statements from the Omnibus Trust Scale (T-Scale) originally developed by Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran (2004) were used in this instrument. The T-Scale is comprised of 26 items and
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includes a 6-point Likert Scale with a range of strongly disagree to strongly agree. Additionally,
there are three subscales that measure faculty trust in the principal (8 questions), faculty trust in
colleagues (8 questions) and faculty trust in clients (students and parents). The T-scale has been
tested and validated (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Forsyth et al., 2011) nationwide. The test is
composed to measure the three referents of faculty trust, contains all five facets of trust, has a
high reliability, was parsimonious, and is correlated strongly with the original elementary and
secondary subscale (Forsyth, et al., 2010, p. 40). The survey is available for principals and other
practitioners at no cost, as well as for other researchers interested in studying the topic of trust in
schools.
Procedures.
The following procedures were used by the researcher to conduct the study. The data
collection procedures were followed with the approval of The University of Texas at
Brownsville (UTB) University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The eight elementary schools
were selected based on the school’s 2013 Accountability Ratings report developed by TEA and
available on the TEA website. The researcher obtained written consent from the school district’s
Assessment Research and Evaluation (ARE) Administrator. Once consent from the school
district was received, the researcher contacted the selected school’s principals that met the set
criteria stated before.
A meeting with the selected principals took place in order for the researcher to receive
consent so that the teachers on their campus would be eligible participants for the present
research study. The researcher reiterated to each principal the importance of the study and how
the input of their teachers would be beneficial to expand on current research on mutual trust. The
researcher requested that the principal allow a second administrator (assistant principal or
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instructional administrator) to assist in the distribution of information in the study. The second
administrator disseminated the Survey Monkey link so that teachers had access to completing the
survey. The teachers received a copy of the consent form stating the purpose of study and that
their participation was voluntary. This consent form also included how their time, insights, and
perceptions were a valuable resource. The teachers did not need to sign it nor return it since the
completion of the online survey would justify consent.
The principal survey was also conducted through Survey Monkey. The principals received
an email stating the purpose of study, that their participation was voluntary and how their time,
insights, and perceptions were a valuable resource.
Data Analysis.
The data analysis was conducted once the data collection of the eight schools was
completed. The data from the survey responses was entered into a PASW Statistics/IBM (SPSS)
data analysis program and analyzed to answer the three questions of this study. The independent
variables were the perceptions of teachers and principals. The dependent variables were the
facets of trust (Benevolence, Honesty, Openness, Reliability, and Competence). The researcher
used the SPSS program to run descriptive statistics to compare the data based on each facet. A
Kruskal-Wallis tests was also conducted in order to provide pair comparison results of
categorical data.
Summary
The purpose of this study is to continue research (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy & Sabo,
1998; Hoy & Tarter, 2006; Forsyth et al., 2011; Price, 2012) examining the relationship of trust
between principals and teachers. The design was a quantitative study and the data was analyzed
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using the SPSS program. A descriptive analysis output was used and further analysis was
conducted using the Kruskal-Wallis test. The data was used to identify and examine whether the
perceptions of principals and teachers about mutual trust were similar and what behaviors are
perceived in building trust.
This research study was conducted in a city in Cameron County, Texas near the border of
the United States and Mexico. The eight elementary schools chosen for the research were
distributed within the Brownsville Independent School District and composed of 37 elementary
schools. A criteria was developed in order to determine eligibility for teacher sampling. The data
collection procedures were followed with the approval of The University of Texas at
Brownsville (UTB) University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The design of the study was a
cross-sectional, non-experimental design using a 42 item Teacher and Principal Survey that was
modified from Wolfe (2010) Mutual Trust and Job Satisfaction Surveys. Both the teacher and
principal survey were completed using an online survey website called Survey Monkey
(www.surveymonkey.com).
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Chapter II
Literature Review
Introduction
This chapter presents scholarly research associated with the issue of trust between
principals-teachers and the impact of high stakes testing in Texas. Subsequently, this chapter is
divided into five separate sections. The first section analyzes the concept of trust. The second
section explores trust models in business. The third section investigates research on why trust
matters in schools. The fourth section presents the Collective Trust Model (Forsyth et al., 2011).
The final section, examines the aspect of high stakes testing in the state of Texas.
State accountability tests and recent budget cuts for schools are placing school principals
and their teachers in a situation where they are now required to work harder with fewer resources
available to them. As a result, school administrators need to examine other aspects because these
aspects can be factors that may lead to improving their student’s academic success. Student
attainment in the high stake testing State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness
(STAAR) Test is now considered a major predictor of whether a school will be considered as a
low or a high performing school by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). Consequently,
principals and teachers must work together and trust one another in order to increase student
academic achievement on their campus. Sometimes principals have the best intentions of earning
the trust of their teachers and be a trustworthy leader but unfortunately they are unable to
accomplish their vision and goal (Tschannen-Moran, 2004). For that reason, school
administrators need examine their leadership style and determine whether their actions are
fostering trust among their teachers.

Concept of Trust
The following sections analyze the concept of trust. The first section examines early
studies in school trust. The second section analyzes the definition of trust. The third section
presents the five facets of trusts. The fourth section explores the facets of trust in schools. The
fifth and last section examines how principals can restore broken trust.
Early Studies in School Trust.
There have been several studies (Hoy & Henderson 1983; Hoy & Kupersmith 1985;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy 1998, 2000; Forsyth et al., 2011) that have examined the topic of
trust. One of the first studies in regards to trust in schools, dealt with the concept of authentic
behavior of principals. Hoy and Henderson (1983) identified three basic aspects of leader
authenticity: accountability, nonmanipulation of others, and saliency of self over role. They also
pointed out measured authenticity by the responses perceived by teachers of the behaviors of
their principal.
One of the first studies that measured faculty trust was conducted by Hoy and
Kupersmith (1985). The researchers measured the trust of the faculty as a whole using three
faculty trust scales that they developed. In addition, the three scales were made to be parallel
with each other to measure the faculty trust in the principal, faculty trust in colleagues and
faculty trust in the school organization. Their findings concluded that there is a correlation
between principal authenticity and faculty trust. The three trust scales became a starting point
for future research because they “provided the measurement tools to explore and test
relationships between faculty trust and a number of school properties” (Forsyth et al., 2011, p. 5).
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Definition of Trust.
The concept of trust is defined by many scholars as one of complexity. A basic definition
of trust is defined by Merriam-Webster online dictionary, a belief that someone or something is
reliable, good, honest, effective, etc. However, more scholarly complex definitions have evolved.
For example, according to Forsyth et al. (2011), the beginnings of the systematic study of trust in
schools date back to the early 1980’s when Hoy and his colleagues began a set of school
investigations on organizational trust in which they conceptualized trust and developed both
constitutive and operations definitions (p. 3). Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) first defined trust as “a
generalized expectancy held by the work group that the word, promise, and written or oral
statement of another individual, group, or organization can be relied upon” (p. 2). Forsyth et al.
(2011) cite previous researchers (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy 2000) in defining trust as “a faculty’s
willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party is
benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open”.
Tschannen-Moran (2004) continued her examination of various definitions of trust in the
literature (Mishra, 1996;Tshcannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998, 2000) which let her to define trust as
“one’s willingness to be vulnerable to another based on the confidence that the other is
benevolent, honest, open, reliable, and competent” (p. 17). Forsyth et al. (2011) define trust as “a
state in which individuals and groups are willing to make themselves vulnerable to others and
take risks with confidence that others will respond to their actions in positive ways, that is, with
benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness.” (p. 19-20)
Bases of Trust.
There are three elements associated with the definition of trust: vulnerability, risk and
interdependence. According to Forsyth et al. (2011) “trust is seen as a condition in which people
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or groups find themselves vulnerable to others under conditions of risk and interdependence” (p.
18). These elements are also pointed out by Tschannen-Moran (2004) as the author states that
trust matters most in situations of interdependence which in turns brings with it vulnerability.
The three elements are intertwined because when vulnerability is not in place there is no need for
trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999) and where there is an opportunity for trust, it will lead to
risk taking (Tschannen-Moran, 2000). As a result, the three elements of trust (vulnerability, risk
and interdependence) are essential in building and defining trust.
The Facets of Trust in Schools.
There are five sources or facets associated with trust, they include benevolence,
reliability, competence, honesty and openness. These five elements are pointed out as being
common elements that are found in literature on trust (Forsyth et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran
1999; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). One of the first studies that
examined the five facets of trust was tested by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999). In addition,
the researchers focused on faculty trust in schools, what are the referents of faculty trust in
schools, and how is faculty gauged? The result of their study yielded the conceptualization of the
faces and referents of trust. These five facets of trust are important because as Tschannen-Moran
(2004) points out, “Teachers and principals are interdependent in their shared project of
educating the students in their school. As such they are vulnerable to one another. Therefore, the
principal-teacher relationship provides a window into the trust dynamics within a school” (p. 18).
The following section presents the facets and their definition associated with trust.
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The facet of benevolence.
The most common condition of trust is a sense of benevolence. Benevolence is defined as
the confidence that one’s well-being or something one cares about will be protected by the
trusted person or group (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, 2004: Forsyth
et al., 2011). Similarly, Merriam-Webster (2013) defines benevolence as a disposition to do
good and as an act of kindness. On a daily basis, the interactions of people rely on the goodwill
of others to act in their best interests and future behaviors or deeds many of which may not be
specified because of a mutual attitude of good will (Tschannen-Moran, 2004). Trust is described
as the assurance that another party will not exploit one’s vulnerability even when the opportunity
is available (Cummings & Bromily, 1996). Hence, trust requires the “accepted vulnerability to
another’s possible but not expected ill will” (Baier, 1986, p. 236). For that reason, benevolence is
an important facet in the principal and teacher relationship.
The facet of honesty.
The second facet associated with trust is honesty. Merriam-Webster (2013) defines trust
as the quality of being fair and truthful, as well as the quality of being honest. Literature (Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran, 1999, Tschannen-Moran, 2004, and Forsyth et al., 2011) describes honesty as
it pertains to one’s character, integrity and authenticity. Rotter (1967) defines trust as “the
expectancy that the word, promise, verbal or written statement of another individual or group can
be relied upon” (p. 651). For example, statements made by someone’s perspective that details
“what really happened” and when someone commits to future actions and the commitment is
kept (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Also, the acceptance of responsibility for one’s actions
and avoiding misleading the truth in order to shift blame to another person characterizes

19

authenticity (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). As a result, the word honesty is presumed and
associated when we think of trust.
The facet of openness.
The third facet associated with trust is openness. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999)
describe openness as “the extent to which relevant information is not withheld; it is a process by
which individuals make themselves vulnerable by sharing information with others” (p.188).
Openness is regarded as making individuals vulnerable because it signals a kind of reciprocal
trust where there is a confidence that information shared will not be exploited by either party
(Forsyth et al., 2011). Tschannen-Moran (2004) elaborates on research by Zand (1997) on how
openness is a process by which individuals make themselves vulnerable to others by sharing
information, influence and control. The first vulnerability is openness in information where
disclosure of facts, alternatives, judgments, intentions, and feelings occurs (p. 25). The second is
openness in control when individuals accepts dependence rooted in a confidence in the reliability
of others and delegations of important tasks to them (p. 25). The final vulnerability elaborated
by Tschannen-Moran (2004) is openness an influence which allows individuals to initiate change
to plans, goals, concepts, criteria, and resources (p. 25).Consequently, openness produces trust
when actions and plans are transparent (Forsyth et al., 2011).
The facet of reliability.
The fourth facet of trust is reliability. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) defined
reliability as “the extent to which one can count on another to come through with what is
needed” (p. 187). For example, principals and teachers need to be consistent and reliable with
one another in order for goals to be accomplished. Similarly, Tschannen-Moran (2004) implied
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that reliability is a sense of confidence that you can be reassured that you can depend on an
individual doing what is expected on a regular and consistent basis. Similarly, Forsyth et al.,
(2011) further expanded the definition of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) as “the extent to
which one can rely upon another for action and goodwill” (p. 18). In brief, reliability is an
important facet of trust because an individual should be able to depend and trust another
individual to get things done and vice versa.
The facet of competence.
The fifth and final facet associated with trust is competence. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran
(1999) completed an extensive review of literature on trust. Based on their research, they defined
competence as a state “when a person is dependent on another and some level of skill is involved
in fulfilling an expectation, then a person who means well may nonetheless not be trusted” (Hoy
& Tschannen-Moran, 1999). This point is also addressed by Forsyth et al., (2011) as the
researchers comment on how there are times when good intentions are not enough (p. 19). In
other words, individuals depend on professionals to act or demonstrate their knowledge and
skills on a daily basis in order to fulfill an expectation. When this expectation is not
accomplished then the trust is broken and their competence becomes questionable. This
“expectation” is also addressed by Tschannen-Moran (2004) when the researcher defines
competence as “the ability to perform a task as expected, according to appropriate standards”
(Tschannen-Moran, 2004). As a result, we depend on individuals to be honest about their skill
level and to maintain their skill (Tschannen-Moran, p. 31) in order for trust between the
individuals to continue to nurture.
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Summary of the Concept of Trust.
In summary, there have been several studies that have not only examined but defined the
topic of trust. One of the first studies (Hoy and Henderson, 1982) analyzed the authentic
behavior of principals using the trust scales which in turn began the formation of the definition of
trust in schools. In 1985, Hoy and Kupersmith defined trust as “a generalized expectancy held
by the work group that the word, promise, and written or oral statement of another individual,
group, or organization can be relied upon” (p. 2). Years later, Forsyth et al. (2011) defined trust
as “a state in which individuals and groups are willing to make themselves vulnerable to others
and take risks with confidence that others will respond to their actions in positive ways, that is,
with benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness.” (p. 19-20).
These five facets are now known as the five elements pointed out as being common
elements found in literature on trust (Forsyth et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran 1999; TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). There are also three elements associated with the
definition of trust: vulnerability, risk and interdependence. According to Tschannen-Moran
(2001) “trust is a critical resource for schools” (p. 170) but with trust come conflicts. Thus,
principals are not only faced with the challenge of building trust but also with the challenge to
repair it. Conflict is inevitable and for that reason principals should be knowledgeable of the
concept of trust.
Restoring Trust.
As previously stated, trust is defined as “a condition in which people or groups find
themselves vulnerable to others under conditions of risk and interdependence” (Forsyth et al.,
2011, p. 18). So what happens when these risks and interdependence fail and trust is broken? Is
there a way to restore this broken trust? Tschannen-Moran (2004) dedicates a whole chapter in
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her book in regards to restoring trust. The chapter focuses on key factors that facilitate restoring
trust.
One of the key points highlighted in Tschannen-Moran’s (2004) chapter Restoring Trust
is to first recognize the distinction between disappointment and betrayal. The author states that
“failures and resulting disappointments are an inevitable part of human relationships because
human beings are imperfect” (p. 153-154). Furthermore, if reliability is the issue at hand then it
may not be considered a betrayal it would imply a lack of sufficient caring combined with
dishonesty (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 154).
Everyday principals are placed in situations where decisions need to be made and
unfortunately someone always tends to feel betrayed. So how do they mend this broken trust?
According to Tschannen-Moran (2004), “repairing trust is a two-way process in which each side
must perceive that the short- or long-term benefits to be gained from the relationship are
sufficiently valued to be worth the investment of time and energy required by the repair process”
(p. 155). Additionally, the violator and the victim have different roles and responsibilities in the
repair process. The victim usually initiated the process of repair by verbally or nonverbally
confronting the violator and makes him or her aware of the sense of betrayal. On the other hand
the perpetrator may initiate the process because they feel regretful of what they did. “Regardless
of how the repair process is initiated, the violator then has the opportunity to engage in the ‘four
A’s of absolution’: admit it, apologize, ask forgiveness, and amend your ways” (TschannenMoran, 2004).
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Models of Trust in Business.
Trust is a topic that is found in different aspects in the field of business. For example,
Johnson & Grayson (2005) examined “the relative impact of service provider expertise, product
performance, firm reputation, satisfaction, and similarity in influencing customer’s perceptions
of these dimensions of trust in a service provider” (p. 500). The researchers examined cognitive
and affective trust between customers and service providers. Based on previous studies
(Moorman et al., 1992, Rempel et al., 1985) the researchers defined cognitive trust as “ a
customer’s confidence or willingness to rely on a service provider’s competence and reliability”
(p. 501). Furthermore, they defined affective trust (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982, Rempel et
al., 1985) as “the confidence one places in a partner on the basis of feelings generated by the
level of care and concern the partner demonstrates (p. 501). This trust relationship focused on
relationship and interaction between individuals in business. Similarly, other researchers
(Johnson & Grayson, 2005) studied conceptual models of trust formation, maintenance and
variables impacting trust.
Johnson & Grayson (2005) developed a model of antecedents and consequences of
cognitive and affective trust (Figure 2.2). A survey was used to collect data and evaluate the
model. The surveys were mailed to 1880 randomly selected customers from a large advisory
service firm in the United Kingdom. A total of 334 participants (19%) responded and completed
surveys. The participants were composed of 43% females and 57% males. The survey used was
piloted by 134 customers of a financial advisory firm and items were eliminated resulting in five
items each of cognitive and affective trust. While this study was conducted with business
climate, their findings reflect various key components of trust identified in other models in
education. Their findings included “support for a relationship between (cognitive) trust and sales
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effectiveness, indicating that a multidimensional conceptualization may be fruitful for exploring
the managerial benefits of trust” (p. 505). Furthermore, the study also suggested that affective
trust has a modest impact on financial service relationships.
Figure 2.1
A Model of Customer Trust in Service Providers. (Johnson & Grayson, 2005, p. 502).

Another example of trust in the field of business is how trust is a major component in a
mentorship relationship in businesses. Building mentor-mentee trust is a critical component
because it is needed in order to achieve a successful mentorship experience and that can impact
long term success of a business (Clark, 2013). Building trust requires mentors and mentees to
give and take. This flexibility in the relationship requires that both parties must be willing and
able to take the time to build trust with one another. Trust is the most critical component of a
successful and rewarding mentoring relationship (Fasano, n.d.). It is critical because the job of a
mentor is to help guide his or her mentee during the challenges that they may face. Fasano (n.d.)
points out that trust between them is crucial in order for the mentee to surpass these challenges
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and ultimately achieve their desired goal. Therefore, Clark (2013) suggests eight behaviors that
mentors can use to establish trust with their mentees.


Share your past



Get to know your Mentee



Have consistent in-person meetings



Establish confidentiality



Keep in touch



Be a coach



Talk about the elephant in the room.



Take the mentoring relationship into the real word

The first two behaviors share your past and get to know your mentee require open
communication. During the initial meetings it’s important to provide past experiences about
specific mentoring experiences. You should also ask questions that will help you better
understand your mentee as a person and as an individual. For example, what are their short-term
and long-term goals? Taking a well-rounded approach to mentoring can lead to tailoring their
mentoring approach, and subsequently increasing the effectiveness of building trust.
The third behavior is to have consistent in person meetings. It is important to have
consistent in-person meetings because these types of meetings are considered critical especially
at the beginning stages of a new mentor-mentee relationship. Demonstrating consistency and
predictability are important because they foster a strong and trusting relationship. For example,
being on time and not cancelling at the last minute is essential because it shows how invested
you really are.
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The fourth behavior is to establish confidentiality right away. For an individual to be able
to share their past and have an open communication, make it clear that what’s discussed in your
meetings is confidential. Any information that is shared between the mentor and the mentee
should stay confidential and not repeated outside their meeting room. Breaking confidentiality
can lead to broken trust and similarly to education, it can be difficult to repair. The fifth behavior
is to keep in touch. Building trust also requires that mentors take the initiative to contact mentees
outside of regularly scheduled meetings. It is important to contact them for updates and it shows
that you are interested in helping them succeed as well as it helps to ensure they are staying on
track. If the mentee contacts you, it is important for the mentor to provide timely feedback.
The sixth behavior is to be a coach. Mentors should provide encouragement and guidance
by allowing mentees to develop their own answers to a problem. It lets mentees know that you
trust their judgment which in turn will encourage them to trust themselves. Equally important to
education, it provides a competence level which results as a facet in building trust.
The seventh behavior is to talk about the elephant in the room. Differences in education,
socioeconomic status, gender and race can make a mentee reluctant to open up. As a result, it is
important to discuss them and not ignore the differences because it can actually be more helpful
in trust building. The eighth behavior is to take the mentoring relationship into the real world. As
the relationship progresses, the mentor should continue to build trust by exposing them to other
people in their network which include colleagues and even past mentees. Networking can
provide mentees the opportunity to meet other people in their field that can provide career
opportunities in the future. These opportunities include, research projects, work studies and
publications.
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In brief, the eight suggestions provided by Clark (2013) are behaviors that can establish
trust between a mentor and a mentee in a business setting. These behaviors are equally as
important in the field of education. The behaviors correlate to building trust between a mentor
and a mentee is schools. For example, new teachers on campus are given a mentor to help them
with the daily routine of a school day and to guide them to achieve the school’s common goal,
student achievement. The principal pairs an experienced teacher (mentor) and a new teacher on
campus (mentee) and they need to establish trust between them in order surpass the challenges
and the desired goal of student achievement. For that reason, the eight suggestions can also be
used outside of the business world.
Definition of Trust.
The definition of trust is also complex and defined in the field of business. Castelfranchi
& Falcone (2002) analyzed key factors necessary to define trust. For example, this complexity is
noted by the researchers as a mental attitude that is comprised of the following three assertions
(p. 56).


Assertion 1: Only a cognitive agent can “trust” another agent: only an agent
endowed with goals and beliefs. Hence, one trusts another person only relatively
to a goal for something s/he wants to achieve.



Assertion 2: Trust is basically a mental state, a complex attitude of an agent x
towards another agent y about the behavior/action α relevant for the result (goal)
g. x is the relying agent, who feels trust; it is a cognitive agent endowed with
internal explicit goals and beliefs; y is the agent or entity which is trusted; y is not
necessarily a cognitive agent. So x trusts y about g/α and for g/α; x trusts also
“that” g will be true.

28



Assertion 3: Trust is the mental counter-part of delegation.

Furthermore, Castelfranchi & Falcone (2002) also examined beliefs associated with trust.
These beliefs include: Competence, Disposition, Dependence, Fulfilment, Willingness,
Persistence, Self-Confidence and Motivation Belief .


Competence Belief: a positive evaluation of y is necessary, x should believe that y
is useful for this goal of its, that y can produce/provide the expected result, that y
can play such a role in x’s plan/action, that y has some function (p. 58)



Disposition Belief: Moreover, x should think that y not only is able and can do
that action/task, but y actually will do what x needs. With cognitive agents this
will be a belief relative to their willingness: this makes them predictable (p. 58).



Dependence Belief: x believes –to trust y and delegate to it- that either x needs it,
x depends on it or at least that it is better to x to rely than do not rely on it.



Fulfilment Belief: x believes that g will be achieved. This is the “trust that” g. (p.
59)



Willingness Belief: x believes that y has decided and intends to do α. In fact for
this kind of agent to do something, it must intend to do it. So trust requires
modelling the mind of the other (p. 60).



Persistence Belief: x should also believe that y is stable enough in his intentions,
that has no serious conflicts about α, or that y is not unpredictable by character,
etc. (p. 60).



Self-confidence Belief: x should also believe that y knows that he can do α. Thus
he is self-confident. It is difficult to trust someone that does not trust himself (p.
61).
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Motivation belief: x believes that y has some motives to help her, and that these
motives will probably prevail –in case of conflict- on other motives, negative for
her. (p. 63).

A third key point in defining trust is that it is also seen as a three party relationship.
According to Castelfranchi & Falcone (2002), people put contracts in place precisely because
they do not trust others. They in turn protect themselves by using contracts. The researchers view
this level of trust as a three party relationship (Figure 2.2). It is a relationship between a client x,
a contractor y and the authority A. The authority is considered as the person who assesses
contract violations and punishes the violators. Furthermore, a contract is put in place so that
people can “trust” that a contract won’t be broken. This “trust” is given to the contractors with
the belief that they will do what was promised. If the “trust” is broken then consequences and/or
punishments are given for violating the contract.
Figure 2.2
Three Party Relationship (Castelfranchi & Falcone, 2002, p. 65).

Summary of Models of Trust in Business.
The topic of trust in business has many similarities to the field in education. In order for
individuals to be productive in business, trust is essential and necessary in their daily
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interactions. All three researchers (Johnson & Grayson, 2005; Clark 2013; & Fasano, n.d)
address the importance of time investment and clear communication for the mentor and mentee
to build trust with one another. The definition of trust in business, includes trust as “ a
customer’s confidence or willingness to rely on a service provider’s competence and reliability”
(Johnson & Grayson 2005, p. 501) and affective trust as “the confidence one places in a partner
on the basis of feelings generated by the level of care and concern the partner demonstrates
(Johnson & Grayson 2005, defined p. 501). Similarly, in education, trust is seen as a critical
component in having successful schools (Forysth et al., 2011). Trust is defined as “one’s
willingness to be vulnerable to another based on the confidence that the other is benevolent,
honest, open, reliable, and competent” (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 17). Other similarities
include key terms and similar definitions associated with both fields which include, willingness,
confidence, competence and confidential.
Why Trust Matters in Schools
According to Ghamrawi (2011), the pivotal role of trust is to establish higher levels of
teachers’ self-efficacy, collaboration, commitment, collective vision and building a strong sense
of belonging. In addition, Cosner (2009) also states that the principal’s interactions serve as a
key mechanism for trust formation. In return, trust provides a sense of tranquility that allows for
teachers to tackle difficult tasks and carry them efficiently. It also allows for the acceptance of a
common mission and vision of the school which implies the main goal of student achievement.
Teachers are also more open to assist in school activities and volunteer as part of their
commitment and sense of belonging to a common objective. Adams, Forsyth, & Mitchell, (2009)
also state that an environment of trust helps individuals from being independent to dependent
teachers (p. 6).
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Cultivating Trust.
In Tschannen-Moran’s book Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful Schools a
fundamental question is raised, “If trust is good, how then is it established?” (p. 41). The
researcher (Tschannen-Moran, 2004) replied:
The answer is complex. Trust is a multidimensional and dynamic phenomenon. The way trust
unfolds will not be the same at all times and in all places. It takes on different characteristics at
different stages of a relationship. As trust develops, it “gels” at different levels, depending on the
nature of the relationship and the quality of the interactions as parties have gotten to know one
another. The nature of vulnerability can change as the level of interdependence increases or
decreases and as expectations are either met or disappointed (p.41).
Styles of Leadership.
There are three most commonly observed leadership styles: authoritarian, democratic,
and laissez-faire. These three types of leadership styles are characterized depending on an
individual’s philosophy of leadership. “This philosophy affects how others respond to you, how
they respond to their work, and, in the end, how effective you are as a leader” (Northouse, 2012).
An individual’s philosophy of leadership is approached with a unique set of beliefs and attitudes
about the nature of people and their work (Northouse, 2012). For that reason, it is important to
recognize what type of leader an individual is in order to see why individuals respond to them in
the way they do.
The first type of leadership style is authoritarian. According to Northouse (2012)
authoritarian leaders perceive subordinates as needing direction and feel that they need to control
subordinates and what they do (p. 53). This type of leader also emphasizes “that they are in
charge, exerting influence and control over group members” and they “give praise and criticism
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freely, but it is given based on their own personal standards rather than based on objective
criticism” (Northouse, 2012, p. 53). This type of leadership has pros and cons. On the positive
side, it is useful in establishing goals and work standards, they give direction and clarity to
people’s work, and they accomplish more in a shorter period of time (Northouse, 2012). On the
negative side, “it fosters dependence, submissiveness, and a loss of individuality”. In other
words, people will rely on what their leader tells them and they will stop caring for their work.
They do not share their ideas and they lose interest in their job and become complacent.
The second type of leadership style is democratic. Instead of controlling subordinates,
democratic leaders work with their subordinates and they try to treat everyone fairly, and they
see subordinates as fully capable of doing their work on their own (Northouse, 2012).
Democratic leaders “provide information, guidance, and suggestions, but do so without giving
orders and without applying pressure” (Northouse, 2012, p. 56). There are three positive
outcomes associated with democratic leadership (Northouse, 2012). The first is that democratic
leadership results in greater group member satisfaction, commitment, and cohesiveness. Second,
there is more friendliness, mutual praise, and group mindedness. Finally, the third outcome is
that democratic leadership results in stronger worker motivation and greater creativity because
people are motivated to pursue their individual talents under these supportive conditions.
The third leadership style is laissez-faire. Laissez-faire leaders do not try to control
subordinates, they do not try to nurture and guide subordinates, and they ignore workers and
their work motivations (Northouse, 2012). These leaders are laid back, have a hands off
approach, and they let their subordinates do their job at the subordinates pace. This type of
leadership produces negative outcomes. The major negative outcome is that very little is
accomplished and hence, productivity goes down. In other words, subordinates have no
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direction, they are at a loss to know what to do, and so they tend to do nothing (Northouse,
2012).
Trustworthy Leadership.
Principals are faced with different challenges throughout the school day especially with
setting the tone for the school. For example, teacher perceptions of how their principal behaves
on a daily bases sets this tone (Wahlstrom and Louis, 2008). This point is further supported by
Sergiovanni (1990) as the author states that the daily routines can communicate important values
and commitments. “The principal’s behavior has a significant influence on the culture of the
school” Tschannen-Moran (2004). For this reason, principals influence these cultures through the
five functions of instructional leaders. These functions include visioning, modeling, coaching,
managing, and mediating.
According to Tschannen-Moran (2004), there are six key points about becoming a
trustworthy leader (p. 188). The first is that trustworthy leadership applies the five facets of trust
to the five functions of leadership. Second, trustworthy leadership lift up the vision, model the
behavior, provide the coaching, manage the environment, and mediate the breakdowns of trust.
Third, at all times, trustworthy leaders put the culture of trust ahead of their own ego needs.
Fourth, trustworthy principals foster the development of trust in schools by demonstrating
flexibility, focusing on problem solving, and involving teachers in important decisions. Fifth,
trustworthy leaders strike the right balance between pushing too hard and pushing too little. The
sixth and final key point is that trust matters to successful leaders and their schools. Overall these
six points make the point that “although the building of trust in schools requires time, effort, and
leadership, the investment will bring lasting returns” (p. 188, Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
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Principals and the Five Facets of Trust.
One of the main responsibilities of a principal is to maintain a working environment
where teaching and learning is taking place. Furthermore, “faculty trust in the principal is based
on what teachers feel they ought to be able to expect from a person who occupies that role” (p.
33, Tschannen-Moran, 2004). In addition, what teachers expect, above all, is a sense of caring,
benevolence, or good will from their principal. In Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) study their
results yielded key factors or “ingredients” that make for a trustworthy leadership (Table 2.1).
Table 2.1
Facets of Trust - Key Ingredients that Make for Trustworthy Leadership.
Facet
Key Ingredients
Caring, extending good will, having positive intentions, supporting teachers,
Benevolence
expressing appreciation for staff efforts, being fair, guarding confidential
information.
Having integrity, telling the truth, keeping promises, honoring agreements,
Honesty
having authenticity, accepting responsibility, avoiding manipulation, being real,
being true to oneself.
Openness
Engaging in open communication, sharing important information, delegating,
sharing decision making, sharing power.
Reliability
Having consistency, being dependable, demonstrating commitment, having
dedication, being diligent.
Setting an example, engaging in problem solving, fostering conflict resolution
Competence
(rather than avoidance), working hard, pressing for results, setting standards,
buffering teachers, handling difficult situations, being flexible.
Based on Tschannen-Moran (2004) table of Facets of Trust p. 34

Summary of Trustworthy Leadership.
In summary, the relationship of trust between a teacher and a principal is not an easy
undertaking. It involves extra time, effort, hard work and commitment from both sides. Trust
does not develop or can be sustained easily, especially on the type of leadership style the
principal displays. There are three most commonly observed leadership styles: authoritarian,
democratic, and laissez-faire. These three types of leadership styles are characterized depending
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on an individual’s philosophy of leadership. Principals fall into one of these three leadership
styles but the leadership style that principals should strive for is to be known as a trustworthy
leader. In order to be a trustworthy leader a principal “is first and foremost to be known as a
person of good will and teachers are confident that you have their best interests at heart” (p. 37,
Tschannen-Moran, 2004). The key ingredients suggested previously can begin to set the tone of
becoming or continuing to be a trustworthy leader. These key ingredients suggest that leadership
involves more complex factors in schools where budgets are increasingly challenged. The next
section addresses the context of how leadership and trust must be established in order to defeat
the challenge of high stakes testing.
The Collective Trust Model
In this section, the researcher explains the collective trust model and its components, as
well as how collective trust in schools has been measured. “The core of the model is the social
construction of shared trust beliefs within interdependent groups of an organization” (Forsyth et
el., 2011, p. 24). In addition, it also describes three contextual elements (external context,
internal context and task context) that condition the formation of collective trust. “Collective
trust is a social construction, which emerges during repeated exchanges among group members”
(Forsyth et al., 2011, p. 24). In other words, collective trust derives from daily social exchanges
in which people interpret verbal and nonverbal communication. Hence they build collective trust
out of these experiences and consequences occur. One of these consequences pointed out in the
model is student achievement. Thus, it is important to look at this model in order to see how
principals and teachers daily social exchanges produce collective trust and hence produce student
achievement.
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Components of the Collective Trust Model.
The following section will describe the components of the Collective Trust Model. The
model consists of three parts. The first component is the external context. The second component
is the internal context. The final and third component is the task content.
External context.
The first component in the collective trust model is external context. “External context
includes all environmental influences and experiences that have shaped and continue to shape the
values, attitudes and expectations of individual group members” (p. 24, Forsyth et al., 2011).
Also, Forsyth et al. (2011) add to the explanation of external context by stating that external
context is also defined by “the partly shared and partly idiosyncratic social-historical
environment that exists beyond the organizational boundaries of schools, yet it shapes the
attitudes and beliefs of those in schools” (p. 53). The example stated by Forsyth et al. (2011) is
how varied views in teaching and learning can prevent school personnel from reaching
agreement in specific expectations necessary for trust formation (p. 54). Hence, principals and
teachers need to have a common vision of student expectations. In other words, the principals
and teachers must have benevolence and reliability amongst each other in order to meet the
expectations of academic student achievement set by TEA.
In Collective Trust by Forsyth et al. (2011), the researchers examined previous literature
on external conditions (Smith, Hoy, & Sweetland, 2001,2002; Goddard & Tschannen-Moran
2001; Goddard, Salloum, & Berebitsky, 2006; Adams, Forsyth, & Mitchell, 2009) and concluded
that the relationship between external social conditions and collective trust has rarely been
studied. In fact, trust studies that do take into account external conditions (federal and state
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policies, business involvement, and mass media) primarily focus on the differential effect of
minority and economic compositions of schools (p. 55, Forsyth et al., 2011). For example, Smith
et al., (2001) and Hoy et al., (2002) found that faculty trust in colleagues and principals were not
strongly affected by the economic and minority composition of the schools, rather subjective
teacher perceptions of the school climate were stronger predictors of collective trust than
objective measures of school demographics (p. 55, Forsyth et al., 2011).
Internal Context.
The second component is internal context. According to Forsyth et al., (2011) “internal
school context is defined by the organizational conditions immediately surrounding teaching and
learning” (p. 57). Also, these conditions consists of contextual factors like school size,
management structures like accountability plans, and normative features like shared decision
making. Furthermore, the formation of collective trust does not exclusively fall on principals but
on teachers, parents, students, and principals. They share responsibility for the existence of
internal conditions associated with collective trust which are classified as behavioral, cognitive,
and affective mechanisms. What do these types of interactions look like? Forsyth et al., (2011)
provide propositions that address the question of what type of school structures and cultures
build collective trust?
Behavioral Proposition (p. 62, Forsyth et al., 2011)
1. Leadership that enables teachers to use their technical knowledge and expertise enhances
faculty trust in the principal.
2. Leadership that is based on continuous feedback, open communication, collaborative
problem solving, and deference to expertise promotes faculty trust in the principal and
faculty trust in colleagues.
3. Teacher collaboration around effective instructional strategies and student needs is
positively related to faulty trust in colleagues.
4. External context that blocks collaboration within the school hinders collective trust.
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Cognitive Proposition (p. 63, Forsyth et al., 2011)
1. School structures perceived to enable cooperation and promote collective action promote
collective trust.
2. Collective teacher efficacy is positively associated with faculty trust in clients, faculty
trust in colleagues, and student trust in teachers.
3. Perceived influence on instructional and school decisions facilitates collective trust
within school groups.
4. External effects on the formation of collective trust are mediated by perceptions of school
structure, collective efficacy, and decisional influence.
Affective Propositions (p. 63-64, Forsyth et al., 2011)
1. A shared sense of belonging among group members supports collective trust among all
school members.
2. Positive morale and attitudes among group members are positively related to collective
trust.
3. A group’s collective trust in one school group is positively related to collective trust in
other school groups.
4. External context effects on the formation of collective trust are mediated by affective
conditions.
Task context.
The third and final component is task context. Task context “is the set of constraints
inherent in the group’s particular task or specialty (e.g., clarity and complexity of the task, ease
of measurement of outcomes, and interdependence with other groups and individuals) that
establish the levels necessary for group and organizational effectiveness” (p. 24, Forsyth et al.,
2011). Furthermore, the authors give the example of how schools take in children whose
motivation, prior knowledge, and skill are variable and how the process of enacting learning is
necessarily variable, adapted to individual and group learning needs (p. 29).
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Figure 2.3
Collective Trust Model (Forsyth et al., 2011, p. 25)
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Summary of the Collective Trust Model.
In summary, the Collective Trust Model is formed through five elements and process.
The first process consists of three contextual elements: external, internal and task. The second
process is social exchanges which consists of repeated social exchanges among the group
members. The third process is social construction which included the sharing within the group of
individual expectations and comparisons to observed behavior of members of another group,
resulting in the fourth process. The fourth process is collective trust which is the group’s
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consensus about the trustworthiness of another group and becomes a shared belief. The fifth and
final process is consequences. These consequences for schools include but are not limited to,
collaboration and student achievement. Forsyth et al., (2011) sums it well by stating that “the
core of the model is the social construction of shared trust beliefs within interdependent groups
of an organization” (p. 24, Forsyth et al., 2011).
Measuring Collective Trusts in Schools.
There have been several questionnaires developed to measure trust. The first known
paper and pencil questionnaire that began measuring trust dates back to the 1960’s. Rotter’s
(1967) questionnaire asked participant to make conclusions about the trustworthiness of various
factors that included the media, politicians and people in general. Since then, the measure of trust
has been modified to measure trust in businesses. Moreover, not until the 1980’s is when the
early stages of systematic study of trust began in schools (Forsyth et al. 2011).
Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) developed three scales used to measure faculty trust in
colleagues and in principals. The first scale is used to measures faculty and trust in the principal.
It measures whether the faculty has confidence that the principal will keep his or her word and
act in the best interests of the teachers. The second scale is faculty trust in colleagues. This scale
measures whether the faculty believes teachers can depend on each other in difficult situations
and rely on the integrity of their colleagues. The third and final scale is faculty trust in the school
organization. This scale measures whether the faculty can rely on the school district to act in its
best interest and be fair to teachers.
Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) used these scales as a starting point in the endeavor of
formulating new surveys that would be able to measure faculty trust in schools. As part of their
research, they were interested in trust at the collective, not at the individual level. The concern
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was with the extent to which the faculty as a group was trusting (Tschannen-Moran, 1999, p.
189). After analyzing the original scales, the researchers found that the questionnaires lacked two
important facets of trust, competency and openness. As a result, new items were added to the
existing scales to measure the missing facets of trust (Tschannen-Moran, 1999, p. 190).
Trust Scales.
The format of the Trust Scales was conserved as a six-point Likert response set that
ranges from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The survey items were developed to evaluate
statements of trust or distrust and to define various dimensions that could be said to belong to a
judgment about trust (p. 190). Furthermore, the Trust Scales went through four phases before it
was developed. Phase 1: Trust Surveys were submitted to a panel of experts. These experts were
all professors at the Ohio State University and were either from the College of Education or the
Fisher Business School. The panel was asked to judge which facet of trust each item measured.
There were strong agreements on most of the items but in the few cases where they disagreed
then the items were retained and the questions were left to an empirical test using factor analysis.
Overall the panel had a consensus that the items measured all the facets of trust for each group.
Phase 2: A preliminary version of the Trust Surveys were field tested with teachers. Six
experienced teachers were asked to respond to the surveys and to give back feedback on the
clarity of instructions, appropriateness of the response set, length, and face validity of the items.
The teachers agreed that the instrument was clear, reasonable, and had face validity. Their
feedback lead to modifications in the wording of the test items. The test item was changed from a
general statement of trust to one more specifically tapping the benevolence dimension.
Phase 3: In this phase a pilot study was first conducted with a small group of schools in
order to assess the factor structure of the instrument, its reliability, and its validity. The sample
included 50 teachers from 50 different schools in five states. They were selected to test the
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psychometric properties of the Trust Survey. The schools selected consisted of two groups. The
first group had a reputation of relatively high conflict and the other group had a relatively low
conflict among the faculty. The Trust Survey consisted of 48 items and teachers were also asked
to respond to a self-estrangement scale (Forsyth & Hoy, 1978), a sense of powerless scale
(Zielinski & Hoy, 1983), a teacher efficacy scale (Bandura, unpublished), and one Likert item
measuring the perception of conflict in the school. The additional measures were necessary to
deliver a validity check on the trust measure. The researchers expected that each aspect of trust
would be positively associated to teacher efficacy and negatively connected to self-estrangement,
sense of powerlessness, and degree of conflict.
Summary of Measuring Collective Trusts in Schools.
In conclusion, there have been several questionnaires developed to measure trust through
the years. They range from simple paper and pencil questionnaire that began measuring trust
back in the 1960’s to surveys available online today. The first formal survey to measure faculty
trust in colleagues and in principals was developed by Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) which
included three trust scales. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) used these scales as a starting
point in the endeavor of formulating new surveys that would be able to measure faculty trust in
schools. After analyzing the original scales, the researchers found that the questionnaires lacked
two important facets of trust, competency and openness. Consequently, original items were
added to the existing scales to measure the five facets of trust which is now used in present day.
High Stakes Testing in Texas Public Schools
The state of Texas has an accountability system in place for public schools that
concentrates on the achievement of postsecondary readiness. According to the 2013
Accountability Manual, the state accountability began in 1993 when “Texas Legislature enacted
statutes that mandated the creation of the Texas public school accountability system to rate
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school districts and evaluate campuses” (p. 7). The manual also points out how this
accountability system was easily achievable because the state already had the necessary
infrastructure in place. The infrastructure included a pre-existing student-level data collection
system, a state-mandated curriculum and a statewide assessment tied to the curriculum. Major
changes were made to the accountability system 2009, with the passing of House Bill (HB) 3. It
mandated for the creation “of an entirely new accountability system focused on the achievement
of postsecondary readiness for all Texas public school students” (p. 3). Consequently, in 2012,
TEA developed a new rating system based on the STAAR tests which includes a new distinction
designations system. The 2012-2013 school year marked the first year to rate schools based on
the new accountability system in place using STAAR results and distinction designations (p. 7).
As a result, school administrators need to strategize and figure out innovative ways to improve
student academic achievement.
Goals of the Texas Accountability System.
The goals of the accountability system are clearly stated in the 2013 Accountability
Manual. The major goal is for Texas to be among the top ten states in postsecondary readiness by
2020, by:
1. Improving student achievement at all levels in the core subjects of the state
curriculum,
2. Ensuring the progress of all students toward achieving advanced academic
performance,
3. Closing advanced academic performance level gaps among groups,
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4. Closing gaps among groups in the percentage of students graduating under the
Recommended High School Program and Distinguished Achievement
(Advanced) High School Program, and
5. Rewarding excellence based on other indicators in addition to the state assessment
results (p. 3).
2013 Transition Year and Rating Labels.
The 2012-2013 school year was designated as a transition year. It was considered a
transition year because the ratings criteria and targets were designed to apply to 2013 only
because performance index framework could not be fully implemented in 2013 (p. 11, 2013
Accountability Manual). In addition, an advisory committee convened in the fall of 2013 to
finalize recommendations for accountability ratings and targets beyond 2014. Accountability
ratings serve as a label to identify whether Texas schools are meeting the required goals
(performance indexes) assigned by TEA or whether they need improvement. The Texas state
accountability system identifies campuses and districts as either: Met Standard, Met Alternative
Standard or Improvement Required (see table below for each definition of performance index).
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Table 2.2
2013 Rating Labels based on the 2013 Accountability Manual (p. 11)
Rating Label

Performance Index

Met Standard

Assigned to districts and campuses that meet
performance index targets on all indexes for
which they have performance data in 2013.
Used for districts and charter operators with at
least one test result in the accountability
subset. Used for campuses serving grades PK12 (including campuses with assessment data
due to pairing).
Assigned to charter operations and alternative
education campuses (AECs) evaluated under
alternative education accountability (AEA)
provisions that meet modified performance
index targets on all indexes for which they
have performance data in 2013. Used for
charter operators and campuses with at least
one test result in the accountability subset.
Denotes that a district or campus did not meet
one or more performance index targets.

Met Alternative Standard

Improvement Required

State Accountability Ratings.
The Texas state accountability rating system was designed by TEA on a performance
index framework. The 2013 Accountability Manual describes this framework as a set of
performance indicators that are grouped into four indexes that are aligned with goals previously
stated in the accountability system (p. 8). Furthermore, it also states that student performance on
the STAAR tests is used across the four indexes and is used to assign accountability rating labels
focused on the performance targets that are set for each index. The following table summarizes
the four indexes described in the manual.
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Table 2.3
Texas Performance Index Framework and Targets based on The 2013 Accountability Manual (p.
8 & p. 12)
Indexes
Index 1: Student
Achievement

Index 2: Student
Progress
Index 3: Closing
Performance
Gaps

Index 4:
Postsecondary
Readiness

Targets
Provides a snapshot of performance across
subjects, on both general and alternative
assessments, at the satisfactory performance
standard.
Provides a measure of student progress by
subject and student Group independent of
overall student achievement levels.
Emphasizes advanced academic achievement
of the economically disadvantaged student
group and the lowest performance
racial/ethnic student groups at each campus
or district.
Emphasizes the importance for students to
receive a high school diploma that provides
them with the foundation necessary for
success in college, the workforce, job
training programs, or the military.

Campuses Goal
25%

5th Percentile

30%

45%

Distinction Designations.
The campuses that “Met Standard” are also eligible to receive up to three distinct
designations. These distinctions are based on campus performances in relation to a comparison
group of campus (p. 9, 2013 Accountability Manual) among the state and not necessarily within
the school district. The three distinctions pointed out are: Top 25% Student Progress, Academic
Achievement in Reading/English Language arts and Academic Achievement in Mathematics.
2013 Accountability Summary Reports.
In 2013 campuses received a one page accountability summary report. This report
included six sections that explained the following: the school’s accountability rating,
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performance index report, performance index summary, distinction designation, campus
demographics and system safeguards. The following table explains each section.
Table 2.4
Explanation of the 2013 Accountability Summary Report (TEA, 2013)
Goal
Accountability Rating

Performance Index
Report

Performance Index
Summary

Distinction Designation

Standard
This section of the 2013 Accountability Summary report provides
the 2013 state accountability rating issued to the district or campus:
Met Standard, Improvement Required, or Not Rated. In addition to
the rating, the classification (Met Standards/Did Not Meet
Standards) is shown for each performance index evaluated
This section contains four performance indexes which include a
broad set of measures that provide a comprehensive evaluation of
the entire campus or district. The numerical index score on each
index evaluated for the district or campus is shown on a bar chart
that illustrates the index score achieved on a range from 0 to 100.
The Target Score, the score required to meet the standard on each
index, is shown numerically below the index description as well as a
graphical “cut line” on the chart. Additionally, index targets for
Index 2: Student Progress vary depending on the campus type.
This section illustrates how the Index Score for each of the four
indexes was derived using Points Earned divided by Maximum
Points. This summary level data can be further disaggregated by
examining the Calculation Reports and Data Tables which provide
the performance results for each subject area and student group
evaluated in the index.
Distinction designations recognize outstanding academic
achievement in reading/English language arts and mathematics on
various indicators of postsecondary readiness. Campuses that receive
an accountability rating of Met Standard are eligible for the
following distinction designation in 2013.
 Top 25% Student Progress – The campus achieved the top
quartile (top 25% of performance on Index 2: Student
Progress in relation to its campus comparison group.
 Academic Achievement in Reading/English language arts
(ELA) – The campus achieved the top quartile (top 25%) in
relation to its campus comparison group on 50% or more
(elementary/middle schools) or 33% or more (high schools)
of their eligible measure in reading/ELA.
 Academic Achievement in Mathematics: The campus
achieved the top quartile (top 25%) in relation to its campus
comparison group on 50% or more (elementary/middle
schools) or 33% or more (high schools) of their eligible
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Campus Demographics

System Safeguards

measures in mathematics.
This section provides demographics information for the campus that
is used in creating campus comparison groups which are used in the
evaluation of Distinction Designations. Each campus is assigned to a
unique comparison group of 40 other public schools (from anywhere
in the state), that closely matches that school on the following
characteristics: campus type, campus size, percent economically
disadvantaged students, mobility rates (based on cumulative
attendance), and percent of students with limited English
proficiency.
This section outlines the disaggregated performance results of the
state accountability system that serves as the basis of safeguards for
the accountability rating system to ensure that poor performance in
one area or one student group is not masked in the performance
index.
The disaggregated performance measures and safeguard targets will
be calculated for performance rates, participation rates, and
graduation rates of eleven student groups: All Students, Seven
Racial/Ethnic groups: African America, American Indian, Asian,
Hispanic, Pacific Islander, White, and Two or More Races;
Economically Disadvantaged, Students with Disabilities, and
English language learners (ELLs).

2014 TEA Accountability Manual Updates.
The researcher set criteria based on the 2013 TEA Accountability Manual. Since then, the
2014 Accountability Manual has been updated. As a result, the researcher included this section to
let the reader know of new updates. The two tables below Table 2.4 and Table 2.5 summarize the
new updated.

49

Table 2.5
Comparison of 2013 and 2014 Performance Index Criteria and Indicators (p.11, TEA, 2014)
Indexes
Index 1: Student
Achievement
Index 2: Student
Progress

Index 3: Closing
Performance
Gaps
Index 4:
Postsecondary
Readiness

2013 Targets
25%

2014 Targets
30%

Based on 5th Percentile of
Index 2 outcomes based on the
2013 performance results
across all Alternative
Education Accountability
(AEA) campuses.
30%

Campuses and charter districts
registered for Alternative
Education Accountability (AEA)
provisions are not evaluated on
Index 2 (2014 only).

45%
Based on Graduation
Score/Annual Dropout Rate
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Based on 5th percentile of Index 3
outcomes based on the 2014
performance results across all
AEA campuses.
33%
Based on two components:
STAAR Final Level II and
Graduation Score/Annual Dropout
Rate.

Table 2.6
Comparison of Campus Distinction Designations (p. 6, TEA, 2014)
Goals

2013 Targets

2014 Targets

Distinction

Three Distinction Designations:

Seven Distinction Designations

Designation

Top 25% Student Progress

Top 25% Student Progress

Academic Achievement in
Reading/English language arts
(ELA)

Academic Achievement in
Reading/English language arts
(ELA)

Academic Achievement in

Academic Achievement in

Mathematics

Mathematics
Academic Achievement in
Science
Top 25%: Student Progress
Postsecondary Readiness
Academic Achievement in Social
Studies
(Middle School and High School
Only)

Summary of High Stakes Testing.
The current high stakes testing in Texas has become a huge responsibility for both
principals and teachers. Consequently, the trust factor among them can be an aspect that either
aids or hinders student achievement. Principals and teachers need to work together in order to
improve their schools student academic achievement in order to be meet the goal assigned by
TEA as Met Standard and be able to achieve distinctions. The accountability system no longer
examines student achievement; it also identifies three unique indexes. TEA is now examining
student progress, striving to closing student achievement gaps and examining postsecondary
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readiness. Hence, it is important for school leaders to look beyond the materials being used in the
classroom; they need to also look at their leadership practice and ask themselves what does trust
look like on our campus and is it affecting our student academic achievement?
Summary of Literature Review
This chapter presented scholarly research associated with the issue of trust between
principals-teachers and the impact of high stakes testing in Texas. Subsequently, this chapter was
divided into five separate sections. The first section analyzed the concept of trust. The second
section explored trust models in business. The third section investigated research on why trust
matters in schools. The fourth section presented the Collective Trust Model (Forsyth et al.,
2011). The final section, examined the aspect of high stakes testing in the state of Texas.
The first section analyzed the concept of trust. In this section, the researcher presented
early studies of school trust, definitions of trust and the five facets of trust in schools. The
second section dealt with trust models in business. This section presented the definition of trust
in business as well as key behaviors associated with building trust in a business setting. The third
section investigated research on why trust matters. The researcher focused on the different
leadership styles, cultivating trust and the behaviors associated with a trustworthy leader.
The fourth section presented the components of the Collective Trust Model (Forsyth et
al., 2011). The researcher also explored the different trust scales associated with measuring
collective trust in schools. The final section examined the aspect of high stakes testing in the
state of Texas. The researcher presented the goals of the Texas Accountability System and the
new state accountability ratings.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of mutual trust between
principals and elementary teachers in high academic achieving schools. The present study was
built upon the research (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 2006;
Forsyth et al., 2011; Price, 2012) examining the relationship of trust between principals and
teachers and its effects on student achievement in elementary schools. The problem identified in
examining trust is that few scholars have examined the perceptions of trust of Hispanic Teachers
and Administrators to determine if there are similarities or differences, and how this is sustained
to improve student achievement.
In the accountability driven climate of Texas public schools, there are significant factors
that principals and teachers are facing. For example, State accountability tests and recent budget
cuts for schools are placing school principals and their teachers in a situation where they are now
required to work harder with fewer resources available to them. Yet, principals and teachers must
work together and trust one another in order to increase student academic achievement on their
campus. State and national economic resources are limited. As a result, school administrators
need to examine other aspects because these aspects can be factors that may lead to improving
their student’s academic success. Student attainment in the high stake testing State of Texas
Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) Test is now considered as a major predictor of
whether a school will be considered as low or a high performing school by TEA. Consequently,
school administrators need to carefully assess whether their daily actions and interactions include

characteristics of building trust because it might be the key in improving their student’s academic
achievement.
Research Design
The research design was identified based on research where researchers used numerous
diverse quantitative designs (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999, Bryk & Schneider 2002,
Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy, Gage, III & Tarter 2006; Wolfe 2010, Price, 2012). The design of
the study is quantitative because the perceptions of principals regarding trust will be identified
and contrasted with the identified trust factors reported by teachers. The data provided from the
survey instruments was used to measure the five facets of trust between principals and teachers
in elementary schools. They include benevolence, competence, honesty, openness, and
reliability.
The study is a non-experimental design and for that reason considered a popular research
design with the use of a survey (Muijs, 2011). Similarly the design is considered cross-sectional
because the survey was given only once to the participants in order to collect their attitude,
beliefs and opinions (Muijs, D., 2011). A modified version of Wolfe (2010) original 39-item
survey instrument was used to examine the variables and perceptions of trust of teachers and
principals. The survey used in this study contained 42-item questions.
The data was used to identify common perceptions mentioned as factors that aid in the
development of mutual trust between principals and teachers. The surveys provided information
about beliefs, perceptions and attitudes of teachers and principals. The identification of
differences between the perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to
develop trust was also included.
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From the research objective dimension, the research study emphasized descriptive and
explanatory aspects of trust. The purpose of explanatory research was to test hypotheses and
explain the relations of the beliefs between these teachers and principals. The primary purpose of
descriptive research was to provide an accurate description of the characteristics of the teachers’
and principals’ beliefs. The goal was to understand the research foci by running analysis
procedures. The independent variable were the teachers and principals. Correspondingly, the
dependent variables were the five facets of trust: benevolence, honesty, openness, reliability and
competence.
Research Questions.
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of trust between principals and
teachers and how it correlates to academic student achievement. The following research
questions were used to guide this study.
Q1:

What perceptions do teachers identify a principal should display in order to
develop a teacher’s trust?

Q2:

What perceptions do principals identify a teacher should display in order to
develop a principal’s trust?

Q3:

What are the similarities between the perceptions of principals and teacher
regarding behaviors needed to develop trust?

Study Context.
This research study was conducted in South Texas in a city located in Cameron County.
The elementary schools chosen for the research are distributed in the Brownsville Independent
School District (BISD) which is composed of 37 elementary schools, 11 middle schools, 7 high
schools on of which is an Early College High School and 3 alternative schools. The schools are
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composed of 26 female and 11 male elementary principals, 8 female and 3 male middle school
principals, 1 female and 2 male Alternative High Schools, and 7 female high school principals.
The school district is composed of approximately a student population of 49,000 students
of which 98.6% are economically disadvantaged, 58.9% are at risk, 30% are English Language
Learners (ELL), and 96% are economically disadvantaged (TEA, 2013). As a district, the student
attendance rate is approximately 96% and an annual dropout rate of 0.1% (grades 6-8) and 1.2%
(grades 9-12). The school district class size averages by grade are: Kindergarten (19.2), Grade 1
(18.5), Grade 2 (18.6), Grade 3 (20.9), Grade 4 (21.4), and Grade 5 (32.3).
The school district’s staff information includes a total staff of approximately 7,200. The
professional staff includes: 44.1% teachers, 8.9% professional support, 2.7% campus
administration (school leadership) and 0.1% are central administration personnel. It also includes
10.8% educational aides and 33.3% auxiliary staff. Teachers by ethnicity include 87.9%
Hispanic, 0.3% African American, 11.1% White, 0.2% American Indian, 0.1% Asian and 0.4%
are Pacific Islanders. Teachers are composed of 69.4% females and 30.6% males. Eighty-two
percent of the teachers hold a Bachelor’s Degree, 16.8% a Master’s Degree, and 0.3% a
Doctorate Degree. Teachers by years of experience include 6.4% beginning teachers, 19.6% 1-5
years of experience, 23.9% 6-10 years of experience, 29.2% 11-20 years of experience, and
20.9% have over 20 years of experience.
Participants, Population and Sampling procedures.
The population scope has been defined within a low socio economic school district
located in Cameron County. The participants of the study were elementary school teachers and
principals in Cameron County. As a result, the sample is considered to be binational, bilingual,
and bicultural because they are located near an international border.
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Sampling procedures.
A simple random sampling approach was taken in this research study. This sampling
procedure assured that everyone in the population had exactly the same chance of being included
in the sample (Muijs, 2011). The sample consisted of 8 schools chosen randomly from a list of
16 schools who met specific criteria (criteria is detailed in the next section). The participants
were chosen based on their school’s individual 2013 Accountability Ratings report developed by
the Texas Education Agency (TEA). The information of the teachers was collected through an
online data collection instrument called Survey Monkey. First year teachers on campus were
excluded from taking the survey. School principal’s received an email with a link individualized
to their school. Principal’s forwarded the email with the link to their teachers so they could
complete the online survey.
The principal surveys were distributed to 36 out of the 37 elementary principals through
Survey Monkey. At the time, the researcher of this study was one of the 37 elementary principals
and consequently did not participate in the research data collection.
The Criterion.
There were two different criterias set in order to determine eligibility for teacher
sampling. The first criteria included selecting four high performing elementary schools based on
the following criteria: Met Standards in Indexes 1-3 and received “Distinctions” in all three
categories of Read/ELA, Math and Top 25% Progress. The second criteria was that four schools
chosen Met Standards in Indexes 1-3 and did not receive “Distinctions” in any of the three
categories of Read/ELA, Math nor Top 25% Progress. Although no distinctions were earned, the
elementary schools did meet TEA’s criteria of an accountability rating of “Met Standard” and as
a result have successful student academic achievement.
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Variables and Research Hypothesis.
In this study, the teacher and principal survey forms were used to collect the data. The
two survey forms shared similar structures composed of 7 items (item 1-7) which are background
variables. There are 35 items (item 8-42) that are target variables, of which variable 8-40 are
developed in a closed rating scale format and item 41-42 are open-ended for participants to
freely to write their perceptions. These target variables consist of five theoretical dimensions
which is also called facets in the trust theory (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
Furthermore, the researcher hypothesized that the teacher’s trust perceptions expressed
would be different in the facet items of the teacher survey. Similarly, the principals’ trust
perceptions would also be expresses differently in the facet items of the principal survey. Finally,
the researcher hypothesized that the perceptions expressed between both teachers and principals
as behaviors needed to build trust would show similarities in some items while difference in
other items.
The data was entered into a data-analysis software called Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) that analyzes quantitative data. SPSS is considered the most common
statistical data-analysis software package used in educational research (Muijs, 2011). The SPSS
program was used to conduct a descriptive analysis (frequency and mean responses outputs) and
further Kruskal-Wallis testing. The Descriptive analysis was us to provide results of the different
trust aspects of teacher’s and principal’s trust perceptions.
Data Collection Procedures.
The data collection procedures will be explained in three sections. The first section is the
survey instruments that were used. The second is the procedures that were used to conduct the
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research. As a final point, the last section will be the data collection procedures used in this
study.
Instruments.
The instrument that was used in this study was an adaptation of the Mutual Trust and Job
Satisfaction Survey developed by Wolfe (2010). It is a 5-point Likert Scale survey with a range
of Always to Never. The survey was formed based on the five facets of trust that were identified
by Tschannen-Moran (2004) and job satisfaction. These five facets include benevolence,
honesty, openness, reliability, and competence. The original instrument was modified because
Wolfe (2010) wanted to have two similar instruments that would be reciprocal and would
measure the same facets of trust. One instrument was developed for teachers and the second was
developed for principals. The questions on both instruments are very similar and most of the
questions have the pronouns changed, for example, the words “the teacher” on the teacher
instrument was changed to the words “the principal” on the principal instrument.
Both instruments developed by Wolfe (2010) contain 39 reciprocal questions. Questions
1-4 are multiple choice questions and ask demographic questions. Questions 5-37 are in the form
of a likert scale ranging from never to always. Questions 37 – 39 are open ended and participants
are able to give examples of the behaviors they feel help develop mutual trust.
The instruments were constructed to measure six independent variables: the five facets of
trust and job satisfaction. The following table below (Table 3.1) organizes the variable with the
matching question that was used to measure the specific variable.
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Table 3.1
Variable and Corresponding Item Number on the Survey Instrument
Variable

Item Number on the Survey

Benevolence

#6, 9, 10, 14,19,23, 38 and 39

Honesty

#5, 11, 15, 21, 38 and 39

Openness

#7, 8, 12, 17,22,26,31, 32, 38 and 39

Reliability

#13, 18, 20, 24, 29,38 and 39

Competence

#16, 25, 27, 28, 30, 38 and 39

Job Satisfaction

#33, 34, 35, 36,37, 38 and 39

The instrument’s validity had to be reevaluated because Wolfe (2010) had modified the
content of the questions. The researcher had a panel of experts validate the surveys. The panel
was comprised of eleven individuals enrolled in a doctorate program in educational leadership
and hence felt they were experts in the field. The panel consisted of four assistant principals, two
principals, four assistant superintendents, and one professor. The panel reviewed the surveys and
classified the statements based on the facets of trust each statement was addressing. After
reviewing the instrument, the panel modified statements in order to clearly address the five facets
of trust.
Wolfe (2010) piloted the instrument in a school composed of a small faculty. The
researcher found it beneficial to pilot study the survey in a small school because it allowed for
discussion between the participants and the researcher. Questions were clarified and the
researcher was also able to determine the adequacy of the research procedures and correct any
unexpected glitches prior to beginning the actual study.
The survey included four original survey items from the Omnibus Trust Scale (T-Scale)
developed by Hoy & Tschannen-Moran (2004). The T-Scale was comprised of a 26 item survey
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that contain a 6-point Likert Scale with a range of strongly disagree to strongly agree (Appendix
L). Also embedded were three subscales. The first subscale measures faculty trust in the
principal (8 questions). The second subscale measures faculty trust in colleagues (8 questions)
and the third subscale measures faculty trust in clients (students and parents). The T-scale has
been tested and validated nationwide (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Forsyth et al., 2011). The test
was composed to measure the three referents of faculty trust, contained all five facets of trust,
has a high reliability, was parsimonious, and it strongly correlated with the original elementary
and secondary subscale (Forsyth, et al., 2010, p. 40). The survey is of no cost and is available for
principals and other practitioners, as well as researchers interested in studying trust in schools.
The survey instruments used in this study were modified versions of the Mutual Trust and
Job Satisfaction Surveys developed by Wolfe (2010). The researcher contacted Dr. Christine
Wolfe and received written consent to use and modify her research instruments for the purpose
of this research study. The modifications made to the instruments were completed to make the
instrument easier for the reader to use. For example, the original instrument had the Likert scale
questions randomly scattered which made the fluidity of reading the questions shift from one
perspective to another. Also, the questions in the teacher instrument randomly had sentences that
began with statements like “I feel…”, “ I demonstrate…”, and “The principal..”. As a result, the
researcher regrouped the item questions to cluster that would make fluidity of the reader to focus
on one type of perception at a time. The reordering of the item questions will not affect the
responses nor the data analysis originally intended by Wolfe (2010). The following chart states
the new original item number and its new corresponding number in the modified teacher
instrument that will be used by the present researcher.
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Table 3.2
Variable and New Corresponding Item Number on the Survey Instrument
Variable

Original Item Survey Number

New Item Survey Number

Benevolence

#6, 9, 10, 14, 19, 23, 38 and 39

#9, 11, 22, 24, 15, 34, 41 and 42

Honesty

#5, 11, 15, 21, 38 and 39

#8, 26, 13, 28, 41 and 42

Openness

#7, 8, 12, 17, 22, 26, 31, 32, 38
and 39

#20, 10, 12, 14, 17, 30, 18, 21,
41 and 42

Reliability

#13, 18, 20, 24, 29, 38 and 39

#27, 16, 32, 33, 35, 41 and 42

Competence

#16, 25, 27, 28, 30, 38 and 39

#19, 29, 31, 23, 25, 41 and 42

Job Satisfaction

#33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 39

#36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41 and 42

A second adjustment of the Wolfe (2010) instruments included the rewording of a section
of the item questions. For example, the phrase “my principal” was switched to “the principal”.
Changing the word “my” to “the” makes the sentence less possessive and more general. Another
section that was also reworded was the open-ended questions. They were revised to give the
present participants the ability to answer the questions specifically to what the researcher is
intending for the participant to answer. In addition, it also had specific guidelines to what the
questions are asking. The last section that was also reworded was the phrase “people in our
school” to “parents, students, and teachers in my school”. It was reworded to make the item
questions specific to the “people” the researcher is referring to which are the parents, student and
teachers.
The principal survey was also modified using the same criteria mentioned above in the
teacher survey. The principal survey is also reciprocal of the questions as intended in Wolfe
(2010) original surveys.
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Procedures.
The following procedures were used by the researcher to conduct the study. The data
collection procedures were followed with the approval of The University of Texas at
Brownsville (UTB) University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The eight elementary schools
were selected based on the school’s 2013 Accountability Ratings report developed by TEA and
available on the TEA website. The following steps were used to collect research data from the
teachers.


A written letter of consent was obtained from the BISD school district’s
Assessment Research and Evaluation (ARE) Administrator.



Once consent from the school district was received, the researcher contacted the
selected school’s principals that met the set criteria previously stated.



A face-to-face meeting was requested with the selected principals to discuss the
research project and obtain their written consent if they agreed to have their
teachers participate in the research study.



A second meeting was requested with the principal and another administrator on
campus to discuss the importance and the benefits of the research study.



The assistant principal or instructional facilitator was trained in the proper
procedures to help facilitate the process of data collection.



A consent form was given to the administrators to read verbatim in order to
ensure that all participants were given the same information.



The participants were asked to complete the survey if they wished to and
sufficient time was given for them to complete the survey.
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Computers were also made available for the teachers to complete the online
survey after consent form was read.



The participants completed the online survey using Survey Monkey.

Data collection.
A meeting with the selected principals took place in order to receive consent so that their
teachers could be eligible participants for the research study. The researcher reiterated to the
principals the importance of the study and how the input of their teachers was beneficial to
expand on current research on mutual trust. Another key point that the researcher expressed to
the principals was that the participants would take the survey online. Additionally, a secondary
administrator was needed in order to help the researcher distribute the information to the teachers
before they took the survey. In order to limit teacher bias from occurring, the principal from each
campus did not help with the research collection. They did not assist because it would be
intimidating for the participants to answer questions about their own principal and having them
nearby when they respond to the surveys. As a result, the principal was asked to authorize
another campus administrator (assistant principal or instructional administrator) to help in the
distribution of information of the research study.
A second meeting with the administrators took place to discuss the research study and
how their participation would be valuable. The researcher discussed the purpose of the study as
well as the benefits of having their teachers participate. The researcher asked the second
administrator to help the researcher in administering the information to the teachers and had the
teachers respond to the survey during a grade level meeting held by administration. A sheet was
available for teachers to initial if they had completed the survey. Participation was on a volunteer
basis and specified in the sign-in sheet.
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The administrator that was helping with the data collection was given a copy of the
consent form that was read to the participants. The consent form included the following
statements: the purpose of the survey, that participation was voluntary and a confidentiality
statement was also included. The consent form also included a thank you statement as well as a
statement stating how their participation would aid in getting a better insight of building mutual
trust between principals and teachers.
The principal survey was also conducted through Survey Monkey. The procedure for
principals was different from the teacher survey administration. The principals each received an
individual email asking them for their participation of the study. The email contained
information for each participant that included: the purpose of the survey, that their participation
was voluntary and it contained a confidentiality statement. The participants had a two week
deadline to complete the survey. There were 36 out of 37 principals that were asked to respond
to the survey. As stated before, the researcher was at the time a principal at the school district
and did not take the survey.
Data Analysis Plans and Strategies.
The data collected was entered into a computer software called SPSS that allowed for the
data to be analyzed. The independent variables were the perceptions of the teachers and
principals. The dependent variables were the five facets of trust: benevolence, honesty, openness,
reliability and competence.
Summary of Methodology
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of trust between principals and
elementary teachers. The present study built on the research (Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy &
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Sabo, 1998; Forsyth et al., 2011) examining the relationship of trust between principals and
teachers and its effects on student achievement in elementary schools. The design was a
quantitative study and the data was analyzed using an SPSS software package. The data was used
to identify and examine the perceptions of principals and teachers about mutual trust through
SPSS data analysis procedures.
This research study was conducted in South Texas in a city in Cameron County. The
eight elementary schools chosen for the research were distributed in BISD which is composed of
37 elementary schools. A criterion was developed that determined eligibility for teacher
sampling. The data collection procedures were followed with the approval of The University of
Texas at Brownsville (UTB) University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The design of the
study was a cross-sectional, non-experimental design using a 42-item Teacher and Principal
Survey that was revised from Wolfe’s (2010) Mutual Trust and Job Satisfaction Surveys. Both
the teacher and principal survey were completed using an online survey website called Survey
Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF THE STUDY
Purpose and Significance of the Study
The current study was implemented to examine the relationship of trust between
principals and teachers in elementary schools. Previous research (Hoy, Tarter, and Wiskoskie,
1992; Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 2006; Forsyth et al., 2011)
has examined the relationship between faculty trust and school effectiveness in elementary
schools. The problem identified in examining trust is that few scholars have examined the
perceptions of trust of Hispanic Teachers and Administrators to determine if there are similarities
or differences, and how this is sustained to improve student achievement. Hoy and Sabo (1998)
identified that student achievement was an outcome that virtually everyone agreed was an index
of effective schooling. The present study examined, built, and extended it. It also provided
school administrators information on how their daily actions include or lack characteristics of
building trust among their teachers. Principals, as the instructional leaders, need to become
aware of whether their daily actions with their school faculty is cultivating and building that
needed trust in order to achieve higher student academic achievement.
Table 4.1 below summarizes the variables and the item number survey questions that
corresponded with each question being posed.

Table 4.1
Research Questions and Items on a Survey
Variable
Independent
Position
Dependent
Benevolence

Honesty

Openness

Reliability

Competence

Research Questions

Item on Survey

Overarching questions – What behaviors develop mutual trust
between teachers and principals?

#8 through 40 on
each survey

Research Question #1 – What perceptions do teachers identify a
principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s trust?
Research Question #2 – What perceptions do principals identify a
teacher should display in order to develop a principal’s trust?
Research Question #3 – What are the similarities between the
perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to
develop trust?
Research Question #1 – What perceptions do teachers identify a
principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s trust?
Research Question #2 – What perceptions do principals identify a
teacher should display in order to develop a principal’s trust?
Research Question #3 – What are the similarities between the
perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to
develop trust?
Research Question #1 – What perceptions do teachers identify a
principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s trust?
Research Question #2 – What perceptions do principals identify a
teacher should display in order to develop a principal’s trust?
Research Question #3 – What are the similarities between the
perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to
develop trust?
Research Question #1 – What perceptions do teachers identify a
principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s trust?
Research Question #2 – What perceptions do principals identify a
teacher should display in order to develop a principal’s trust?
Research Question #3 – What are the similarities between the
perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to
develop trust?
Research Question #1 – What perceptions do teachers identify a
principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s trust?
Research Question #2 – What perceptions do principals identify a
teacher should display in order to develop a principal’s trust?
Research Question #3 – What are the similarities between the
perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to
develop trust?

#9, 11 and 15
#22, 24 and 34

#41 and 42
#26 and 28
#8 and 13

#41 and 42
#12, 14, 17, 18
and 21
#10, 20 and 30

#41 and 42
#27 and 32
#16, 33 and 35
#41 and 42

#19 and 29
#23, 25 and 31

#41 and 42

Furthermore, the significance of this study is that it adds to the literature on building
trust. Previous researchers (Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Tschannen-Moran 2004; Forsyth et al., 2011;
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Wolfe 2010) have conducted their studies in other states which include Illinois, Oklahoma, Ohio
and Virginia. Hence, this study is significant as it adds to the research literature as being
conducted in a Texas city bordering Mexico. It is significant because the sample size is
comprised of a high population of Hispanics compared to the other states where research on trust
has been conducted.
Data Collection Instrument
The present study was conducted as a non-experimental and cross-sectional research
because the participants took the survey only once. The instruments used in this study were
modified versions of the Mutual Trust and Job Satisfaction Survey developed by Wolfe (2010).
The surveys used are shown on Appendix A (Teacher) and Appendix B (Principal). They are a 5point Likert Scale surveys with a range of 5 – Always, 4 – Usually, 3 – Sometimes, 2 – Rarely,
and 1 – Never. The surveys were developed based on the five facets of trust (benevolence,
honesty, openness, reliability, and competence) identified by Tschannen-Moran (2004) and job
satisfaction. The original instrument was modified because Wolfe (2010) wanted to have two
similar instruments that would be reciprocal and would measure the same facets of trust. One
instrument was developed for teachers and the second was developed for principals. The surveys
used in this study contained 42-item questions instead of 39-item questions since 3 additional
demographical questions about the participants were added. The participants completed the
surveys online using a web based program called Survey Monkey.
The surveys used in this research provided a glimpse of the collective trust in eight
schools with high student achievement. The Collective Trust Model (Forsyth et al., 2011)
emphasizes that collective trust derives from social construction. It consists of daily social
exchanges and behaviors that are compared between expected and observed behavior. In turn,
these behaviors are evaluated through trust criteria. This criteria includes the five facets of trust
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(Openness, Honesty, Benevolence, Reliability, and Competence) which are measured in the
surveys used in this research.
Procedures for Data Collection
Data collection procedures for both instruments were conducted following the approval
on the University of Texas at Brownsville Institutional Review Board (IRB) (Appendix C). As
part of the school districts approval process, each principal who agreed to have their teachers
participate signed an agreement form (Appendix D). This form was turned in along with a
completed BISD Research project application. BISD approved the study and a letter was sent to
the researcher with consent to proceed with the research study (Appendix E).
Teachers.
The participants were chosen based on specific criteria set by the researcher. Each
principal from the eight schools that met the criteria were contacted through either a phone call
or an office visit. An explanation of the research study was presented and the eight principals
agreed to have their teachers participate in the research study and signed the BISD consent form.
The principals provided the researcher with a form that contained the number of teachers on their
campus that would be receiving the online link (Appendix M). A composite of this form
concluded that 305 teachers would be receiving the link. An email was sent through Survey
Monkey to each principal with their unique school online link. The principals in turn forwarded
the email with the link to their teachers. Teachers who completed the survey gave implied
consent as it was stated at the end of the survey. Schools with a low participation rate were
followed by a phone call by the researcher to ask principals to remind their teachers to participate
in completing the survey. Out of the 305 teachers who received the email, 184 completed a
survey.
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Principals.
There were 34 principals that were contacted through survey monkey to complete the
online survey. At the beginning and at the end of completing the survey an implied consent
statement was given to each participant. Each principal received an individual link that was
unique to them, as a result the researcher was able to contact them a second time and remind
them if they had not completed the survey. Out of the 34 principals that were contacted, 29
completed the online survey.
Data Analysis
The data was analyzed using the SPSS Statistics. One hundred eighty-four teacher
surveys were collected and 178 of them were entirely complete, as a result 6 surveys were not
used in the analysis. Survey Monkey has the capability to convert the data into excel files that can
be downloaded into the SPSS Software. The software analyzed the frequency and the descriptive
statistics of each response as it related to the five facets of Trust, Benevolence, Honesty,
Openness, Reliability and Competence.
Descriptive Statistics.
The following section describes the demographics of the 178 teachers and 29 Principals
who completed the online survey. The demographics for teachers include gender, ethnicity, the
highest degree completed, years taught under current principal, years taught at current campus,
and their current position. The demographics for principals include, gender, ethnicity, highest
degree completed, years as a principal, years at current campus, and percent of staff that has been
there the entire time as the principal.
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Demographics of Teachers.
There were a total of 184 out of 305 (60.3%) teachers who completed the online survey.
Six surveys were partially complete or contained missing data and consequently they were taken
out of the data analysis. As a result, only 178 surveys were used for the data analysis. A
frequency table was calculated using SPSS (Appendix G). There were 159 female (89.3%)
teachers and 19 male teachers (10.7%). The age group included 41 (23%) teachers in the 25-34
year old group, 65(36.5%) teachers in the 35-44 year old group, and 72(40.4%) teachers in the 45
or older age group. The teachers consisted primarily of Hispanic ethnicity with 162 (91%)
teachers, followed by 10(5.6%) teachers of White ethnicity. In regards to highest degree
completed, 135 (75.8%) teachers completed a Bachelor's degree, 42(23.6%) teacher completed a
Master's degree and 1(0.6%) teacher completed a Doctorate degree. The years taught under
current principal consisted of primarily 68(38.2%) teachers in the 0-5 year group followed by
65(36.5%) teachers in the 6-10 year group, 22(12.4%) in the 11-15 year group, and 23(12.9%)
teachers in the 15 years or more group. Years taught at current campus consisted primarily of
52(29.2%) teachers in the 0-5 years group and similarly 52(29.2%) teachers in the 6-10 year age
group, 32(18%) teachers in the 11-15 year group, and 42(23.6%) teachers in the 15 years or more
group. The last demographic item consisted of the teacher’s current position. 81 (45.5%) of
teachers were teachers in the 3yr old - 2nd grade group, 59 (33.1%) of teachers were in the 3rd 5th grade group, 11 (6.2%) of teachers were Special Education teachers and 27 (15.2%) of
teachers were Special Programs Teachers. Table 4.2 below summarized the frequency and
percent of their demographics noted by teachers.
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Table 4.2
Summary of Demographics of Teachers (N = 178)
Demographic
Gender
Age

Ethnicity

Highest Degree
Completed
Years Taught under
Current Principal

Years Taught at Current
Campus

Current Position

Answer Choice
Female
Male
25 – 34 years
35 – 44 years
45 or older
White
Hispanic or Latino
Native American or
American Indian
Asian/Pacific Islander
Other
Bachelor’s
Master’s
Doctorate
0 -5 years
6 -10 years
11-15 years
15 years or more
0 -5 years
6 -10 years
11-15 years
15 years or more
3yr old - 2nd Grade
3rd - 5th Grade
Special Education
Special Programs *

Frequency
159
19
41
65
72
10
163
1

Percent
89.3%
10.7%
23%
36.5%
40.4%
5.6%
91%
0.6%

2
3
135
42
1
68
65
22
23
52
52
32
42
81
59
11
27

1.1%
1.7%
75.8%
23.6%
0.6%
38.2%
36.5%
12.4%
12.9%
29.2%
29.2%
18.0%
23.6%
45.5%
33.1%
6.2%
15.2%

*Special Programs teachers include: Physical Education, Music, Art, Dyslexia, Librarian or
Counselor.
Demographics of Principals.
There were 29 out of 34 (85.2%) principals who completed the online survey. Table 3
below summarizes the data results. All 29 surveys were complete and used to process the data
analysis. An SPSS Frequency was created and used to report the demographics (Appendix F).
There were 19 female and 10 male principals whom 20 (69.0%) of them were 45 years old or
older. The rest of the 9 principals’ ages ranged from the ages of 35 – 44 years. The majority of
the principals 25 (86.2%) of them are Hispanic or Latino. The rest of the principal’s ethnicity
consists of 3 (10.3%) White and 1 (3.4%) is Asian/Pacific Islander. All 29 (100%) principal’s
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completed a Master’s degree. Fifteen (51.7%) principals have been principals from 0-5 years, 10
(34.5%) between 6 -10 years, 2 (6.9%) between 11 -15 years, and 2 (6.9%) have been a principal
for more than 15 years. Eighteen (62.1%) principals have been at their current campus between 0
– 5 years, 8 (27.6%) between 6 -10 years, 2 (6.9%) between 11 -15 years, and 1 (3.4%) has been
at their current campus for more than 15 years. The last demographic item survey, included the
number of principals who responded as having the percent of staff who has been there the entire
time with the principal consisted of 3 (10.3%) between 0 – 25%, 2 (6.9%) between 26% -50%,
5(17.2%) between 51% - 75%, and 19 (65.5%) between 76% or more. Table 4.3 below
summarizes the frequency and percent of their demographics noted by principals.
Table 4.3
Summary of Demographics of Principals (N = 29)
Demographic
Gender
Age
Ethnicity

Highest Degree
Completed
Years as a Principal

Years at Current
Campus

Percent of Staff who's
been there the entire
time with Principal

Answer Choice
Female
Male
35 – 44 years
45 or older
White
Hispanic or Latino
Asian/Pacific Islander
Master’s

Frequency
19
10
9
20
3
25
1
29

Percent
65.5%
34.5%
31.0%
69.0%
10.3%
86.2%
3.4%
100%

0 -5 years
6 -10 years
11-15 years
15 years or more
0 -5 years
6 -10 years
11-15 years
15 years or more
0 - 25%
26% - 50%
51% - 75%
76% or more

15
10
2
2
18
8
2
1
3
2
5
19

51.7%
34.5%
6.9%
6.9%
62.1%
27.6%
6.9%
3.4%
10.3%
6.9%
17.2%
65.5%
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Analysis of Question 1
What perceptions do teachers identify a principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s
trust?
In order to determine the perceptions of what teachers identified as principals should
display, the researcher used the SPSS program to conduct a descriptive analysis which includes
descriptive analysis (frequency and mean response outputs) (Index F) and a further KruskalWallis test (Neuhauser, 2012). The descriptive analysis was used to provide evidential
information of different trust aspects of the principals’ trust perceptions. The researcher looked at
each facet of trust and identified the highest mean of each facet as the perceptions teachers
identified as principals displaying in order to develop trust.
The first facet the researcher analyzed is benevolence. The descriptive statistics reports
results which are very interesting because several items represent different average levels. For
example, Item #15 – “The principal is often one of the first people to arrive at school and one of
the last to leave” had the highest mean of 4.1404 in this facet. In the facet of honesty, item # 26 –
“I have faith in the integrity of the principal” had the highest mean of 4.2079 in that facet. In the
facet of openness, item #12 – “The principal is accessible to parents, students, and teachers” had
the highest mean of 4.2640. In the facet of reliability, item #27 – “I can rely on the principal” had
the highest mean of 4.0618. In the last facet, competence, item #29 –“I value the principal’s
suggestions on instructional issues” had the highest mean of 4.2022.
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Table 4.4
Question 1 Teacher (N=178) Survey Item Frequency (Percent) and Mean Responses
Survey Item # and Question
Benevolence
09. The principal demonstrates that he
or she cares about parents, students,
and teachers in our school.
11. The principal in our school is
sensitive to our needs.
15. The principal is often one of the
first people to arrive at school and one
of the last to leave.
Honesty
26. I have faith in the integrity of the
principal.
28. I never question the honesty of the
principal.
Openness
12. The principal is accessible to
parents, students, and teachers.
14. The principal listens to my ideas.
17. The principal shares information
with me.
18. The principal includes teacher
leaders when developing ideas or
programs.
21. I feel like I can go to the principal
to share concerns or get support.
Reliability
27. I can rely on the principal.
32. If my principal says that he/she will
do something, you can count on it.
Competence
19. The principal in this school is
competent in doing his/her job.
29. I value the principal’s suggestions
on instructional issues.

Notes: 1 = Never

2 = Rarely

1

2

3

4

5

Mean

4
2.2%

8
4.5%

33
18.5%

54
30.3%

79
44.4%

4.1011

9
5.1%
6
3.4%

20
11.2%
5
2.8%

32
18%
25
14%

50
28.1%
64
36%

67
37.6%
78
43.8%

3.8202

6
3.4%
20
11.2%

7
3.9%
7
3.9%

26
14.6%
28
15.7%

44
24.7%
40
22.5%

95
53.4%
83
46.6%

4.2079

1
0.6%
5
2.8%
2
1.1%
5
2.8%

9
5.1%
17
9.6%
6
3.4%
20
11.2%

23
12.9%
38
21.3%
37
20.8%
34
19.1%

54
30.3%
48
27%
65
36.5%
48
27%

91
51.1%
70
39.3%
68
38.2%
71
39.9%

4.2640

11
6.2%

19
10.7%

30
16.9%

45
25.3%

73
41%

3.8427

6
3.4%
3
1.7%

12
6.7%
8
4.5%

29
16.3%
37
20.8%

49
27.5%
67
37.6%

82
46.1%
63
35.4%

4.0618

5
2.8%
3
1.7%

9
5.1%
6
3.4%

26
14.6%
33
18.5%

45
25.3%
46
25.8%

93
52.2%
90
50.6%

4.1910

3 = Sometimes

4 = Usually

4.1404

3.8933

3.9045
4.0730
3.8989

4.0056

4.2022

5 = Always

In order to further identify the differences among these items, Kruskal –Wallis tests were
used to provide pair comparison results of the categorical data. The Kruskal-Wallis test reported
general differences among these five items and further represented the differences among the
items receiving highest scores in pair comparison in all of the facets. The Kruskal-Wallis test
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results indicated that there are significant differences among these five principal perception items
at 0.05 level, χ2 (4) =25.166, p<0.01. In order to further examine the differences between each
two items, pair comparison procedures were conducted and a detailed summarized results table is
located below (Table 4.5). From the table we see that some pair items present no significance
results: pair 12-27, pair 15-26, pair 15-29 and pair 26-29; while the left pairs indicate significant
differences: pair 12-15, pair 12-26, pair 12-29, pair 15-27, pair 26-27 and pair 27-29. The
differences indicate that the principals had different focus on each highest item when they
expressed their trust perceptions. For example item 12 with the mean=4.86 is highest score
among these five items and item 26 with the mean=4.28 is lowest score among these five items.
The pair comparison results reports χ2 (1) =16.188, p value< 0.001, which indicates there is a
strong significant difference between these items. Thus, item #12 – “The principal is accessible
to parents, students, and teachers” and item # 26 – “I have faith in the integrity of the principal”
have shown significant difference levels.
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Table 4.5
Comparisons of Principal Trust Perception Item Scores
Items in a Pair

χ2

Df

12-15

11.296

1

0.001

12-26

16.188

1

>0.001

12-27

0.475

1

0.491

12-29

9.813

1

0.002

15-26

0.291

1

0.590

15-27

7.902

1

0.005

15-29

0.050

1

0.823

26-27

12.140

1

<0.001

26-29

0.956

1

0.440

27-29

6.623

1

0.010

Asymp Sig

Analysis of Question 2
What perceptions do principals identify a teacher should display in order to develop a
principal’s trust?
Similar procedures were conducted in Question 2 as were in Question 1. The researcher
used the SPSS program to run Descriptive Statistics for the frequency responses and further ran
the Kruskal-Mallis test in order to identify pair differences. The descriptive analysis is intended
to provide the evidential information of different trust aspects of teachers’ trust perceptions. The
researcher looked at each facet of trust and identified the highest mean of each facet as the
perceptions teachers identified as teachers displaying in order to develop trust. This procedure
was used in order to determine the perceptions of what principals identified as what teachers
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should display. The results of descriptive analysis are summarized below (Table 4.6).
Comparable to Question 1, the researcher looked at each facet of trust and identified the highest
mean of each facet as the perceptions principals identified as teachers needing to display in order
to develop trust.
The first facet analyzed was benevolence. Item #22 – “Teachers demonstrate that they
care about parents, students, and teachers in our school” had the highest mean of 4.3793 in this
facet. In the facet of honesty, item #8 – “I have faith in the integrity of my staff” had the highest
mean of 4.2414 in that facet. In the facet of openness, item #10 – “I encourages teachers to have
productive discussions with me about various topics important to the school” had the highest
mean of 4.6897. In the facet of reliability, item #35 – “If teachers are asked to do something,
they will do it” had the highest mean of 4.4828. In the last facet, competence, item #23 –“The
teachers demonstrate that they believe all children can learn and have a “do whatever it takes”
mindset” had the highest mean of 4.2069.
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Table 4.6
Question 2 Principal (N=29) Survey Item Frequency (Percent) and Mean Responses
Survey Item # and Question
Benevolence
22. Teachers demonstrate that they
care about parents, students, and
teachers in our school.
24. Teachers demonstrate appreciation
towards me.
34. Teachers show that the way some
people treat me bothers them.
Honesty
8. I have faith in the integrity of my
staff.
13. I would never have a reason to
doubt what a teacher tells me.
Openness
10. I encourage teachers to have
productive discussions about various
topics important to the school.
20. Teachers feel like they can share
their opinions and ideas with me.
30. Teachers keep me informed about
events in their classroom.
Reliability
16. I can rely on the teachers.
33. If I ask a teacher to do something,
it will be done.
35. If teachers are asked to do
something, they will do it.
Competence
23. The teachers demonstrate that they
believe all children can learn and have
a “do whatever it takes” mindset.
25. Teachers demonstrate that they
provide varied opportunities for their
students to learn the same concept.
31. Teachers seek information about
best instructional practices.

Notes: 1 = Never

2 = Rarely

1

2

3

4

5

Mean

0

0

0

18
62.1

11
37.9%

4.3793

0

0
2
6.9%

19
65.5%
10
34.5%

6
20.7%
6
20.7%

4.0690

3
10.3%

4
13.8%
8
27.6%

0

0
2
6.9%

18
62.1%
17
58.6%

9
31%
3
10.3%

4.2414

0

2
6.9%
7
24.1%

0

0

0

9
31%

20
69%

4.6897

0

0
0

11
37.9%
16
55.2%

16
55.2%
12
41.4%

4.4828

0

2
6.9%
1
3.4%

0

0

0

0

0

0

1
3.4%
0

12
41.4%
13
44.8%
14
48.3%

4.4138

0

17
58.6%
15
51.7%
15
51.7%

0

0

1
3.4%

21
72.4%

7
24.1%

4.2069

0

0

4
13.8%

19
65.5%

6
20.7%

4.0690

0

2
6.9%

2
6.9%

17
58.6%

8
27.6%

4.0690

3 = Sometimes

4 = Usually

3.4828

3.7241

4.3793

4.4138
4.4828

5 = Always

All of the means generally indicate the average level. With the purpose of knowing the
detailed differences between each two items, the researcher ran the Kruskal-Wallis test to
recognize if there were any significant differences among these five items and additionally to
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complete pair comparisons to compare each pair of items. To further examine the differences
between each two items, pair comparison procedures were conducted and the detailed summary
results are listed below (Table 4.7).
Table 4.7
Comparisons of Teacher Trust Perception Item Scores
Items in a Pair

χ2

Df

Asymp Sig

8-10

1.340

1

>0.001

8-22

36.889

1

>0.001

8-23

38.085

1

>0.001

8-35

39.924

1

>0.001

10-22

48.437

1

>0.001

10-23

49.735

1

>0.001

10-35

51.725

1

>0.001

22-23

0.003

1

0.955

22-35

0.020

1

0.889

23-35

0.997

1

0.933

The result of the general Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there are significant
differences among these five principal perception items at 0.05 level, χ2 (4) =112.420, p<0.01.
From the Table 4.7, the researcher noted that some pair items presented no significance results:
pair 8-10, pair 22-23, pair 22-35 and pair 23-35. The remainder of the pairs included 8-22, 8-23,
8-35, 10-22, 10-23 and 10-35 indicated significant results. The difference in the results indicated
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that the teachers had a variety of different emphases on each highest item when they expressed
their trust perceptions. For example, among these five items, item 35 presented the highest value
which was 4.7640 and item 10 indicated a lowest value, 4.0449. In brief, there were as many as
6 pairs that showed significant differences. These pairs indicated that there was a diversity of
differences among these five items expressed as teachers’ trust perceptions.
However, a Kruskal-Wallis test was used to test if there was a general difference among
these five facets which represented the trust perceptions between teacher and principals. The
reports showed that there was a significant difference at 0.05 level, Wilcoxon W =17714.00,
p=0.002, when looking at the five different facets based on these items above between the
teachers and principals. This means that teachers and principals had some different concerns and
emphases on their perceptions of trust. It does not mean there is a conflict about the discussion of
a similarity among some items. Thus the results supported one of the general research
hypotheses, which was that “the researcher hypothesizes that the perceptions expressed between
both teachers and principals as behaviors needed to build trust will show similarities in some
items while difference in some other items.”
Analysis of Research Question 3
What are the similarities between the perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors
needed to develop trust?
In determining what the similarities between the perceptions of principals and teachers,
the researcher compiled the open-ended responses to item numbers 41 and 42. The participants
were asked to specify if the behavior is one belonging to a teacher or a principal. Some of the
participants did not specify the behavior to either belonging to a teacher a principal but the
response was implied. In item number 41, out of 178 teacher participants, only 63 responded to
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this survey item and in item survey 42 only 43 teachers responded. Furthermore, out of 29
principals, only on 17 responded to item number 41 and 14 responded to item 42. Table 4.6 and
Table 4.7 summarize the responses. Appendixes J and K have the completed SPSS outputs.
Each teacher and principal response was coded pertaining to the participant’s profession
(teacher or principal). The researcher then highlighted key words or phrases that pertained to one
of the key factor “ingredients” of a trustworthy leader previously discussed in chapter 2 (Table
2.6). Each response was then categorized as either being a facet of benevolence, honesty,
openness, reliability or competence. Item numbers 41 and 42 asked participants to list behaviors
that develop and inhibit the development of mutual trust.
Item number 41 probed the question “Are there other behaviors that you believe help
develop mutual trust between teachers and principals?” Based on the teacher responses, the
facets of benevolence and openness had the highest responses of behaviors corresponding to that
facet when looking at the combined total responses. Benevolence had 40 combined responses
and Openness had 26 combined responses. In regards to teacher responses only, benevolence had
the highest responses with 37 responses followed by openness with 20 responses. Principal
responses however had benevolence at 3 responses and openness at 6 responses. The facet of
honesty differs from teacher’s responses because it came in second with 4 responses.
Overall, the facets of benevolence and openness were the facets that teachers and
principals perceived as needed in order to develop mutual trust. Keywords associated with the
facet of trust included being supportive, showing respect, keeping conversations confidential,
and fairness. In regards to the facet of openness, the keywords associated with this facet were
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having good communication skills and having an open door policy. Communication included
teachers being able to give input on campus decision making.
Table 4.8
Survey Item # 41 Analysis of Teacher (N=178) and Principal (29) Responses
Teacher
Frequency

Teacher
Percent

Principal
Frequency

Principal
Percent

Combined
Frequency

Combined
Percent

No Data

115

64.6%

12

41.4%

127

61.4%

Benevolence

37

20.8%

3

10.3%

40

19.3%

Honesty

6

3.4%

4

13.8%

10

4.8%

Openness

20

11.2%

6

20.7%

26

12.6%

Reliability

0

0

3

10.3%

3

1.4%

Competence

0

0

1

3.4%

1

0.5%

178

100%

29

100%

207

100%

Facet

Total

Item number 42 asked the question “Are there other behaviors that you believe inhibit the
development of mutual trust between teachers and principals?” Table 4.7 summarizes the
frequency responses given by the participants. Item number 42 was examined using the same
procedures as in item number 41. Similarly, the behaviors that both teachers and principals
noted as being inhibiters included behaviors that are associated with the facets of benevolence
and openness.
Benevolence had 28 combined responses and openness had 15 combined responses. Both
teachers and principals individually noted behaviors associated with benevolence and openness
as inhibiters to mutual trust. Teachers noted 23 for benevolence and 10 for the facet of openness.
Principals noted 5 for benevolence and 5 for openness. Key words associated with benevolence
were, lack of support, negative comments, and gossip.
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In regards to openness, responses included no open door policy in place, principal makes
all the decisions, conversations not kept confidential. Furthermore other responses noted in the
other facets included that sometimes the principal looks afraid, favoritism, and that the principal
is not always supportive to teacher’s home life. Principals also mentioned, poor planning, not
keeping their word and not following through with ideas/suggestions as inhibitors as well.
Table 4.9
Survey Item # 42 Analysis of Teacher (N=178) and Principal (29) Responses
Teacher
Frequency

Teacher
Percent

Principal
Frequency

Principal
Percent

Combined
Frequency

Combined
Percent

No Data

135

75.8%

15

51.7%

150

72.5

Benevolence

23

12.9%

5

17.2%

28

13.5

Honesty

5

2.8%

3

10.3%

8

3.9

Openness

10

5.6%

5

17.2%

15

7.2

Reliability

3

1.7%

0

0

3

1.4

Competence

2

1.1%

1

3.4%

3

1.4

178

100%

29

100%

207

100%

Facet

Total

Comparable Results
There are comparable results between the current research and Wolfe’s (2010) research.
The survey instruments used in this research study is an adaptation of Wolfe’s (2010) Job
Satisfaction Surveys. Wolfe (2010) used Independent Samples t-Tests, in order to assess whether
the means of the two groups, teacher and principals, were statistically different from each other.
Although this present study used different statistical analysis to answer similar research
questions. The current researcher was able to compare research findings on each of the five
facets of trust.
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Similarities and Differences.
Surprisingly, both study had similarities in mean responses in each of the five facets of
teacher responses. The first facet the researcher noted was Benevolence. Both studies had a mean
of 4.1 on item question “The principal demonstrates that he or she cares about parents, students,
and teachers in our school”. The second facet observed was Honesty. Item question “I have faith
in the integrity of the principal”, both studies had an equal mean of 4.2. In the third facet
Openness, item question “The principal includes teacher leaders when developing ideas or
programs” had an equal mean of teacher responses of 3.9. In the fourth facet Reliability, item
question “I can rely on the principal” had an equal mean of 4.1. The last facet, Competence did
not have any similar responses. Principal responses did not have any similarities.
There are comparable differences in both studies. For example, the current study noted in
Question 1 that Benevolence and Openness were the two facets that had the highest two mean
responses. In Wolfe’s (2010) research, Reliability and Competence had the highest two mean
responses. In Question 2, the current researcher noted Openness and Reliability as having the
two highest mean responses. In contrast, examining Wolfe’s (2010) research results also point
out Openness and Reliability but include Honesty as well.
Summary
The summary concisely addresses three distinct areas. These include the survey
instruments used, participants’ demographics, and the answers to the three questions.
The survey instruments contained 42-item questions and had 5-point Likert Scale ranging
from 5 – Always, 4 – Usually, 3 – Sometimes, 2 – Rarely, and 1 – Never. Participants completed
the surveys online using the website Survey Monkey. Data collection procedures for both surveys
86

were conducted following the approval of the University of Texas at Brownsville IRB. Eight
elementary schools and participants were selected following the previous criteria set previously
by the researcher. One hundred eighty-four teachers completed a survey and a total of 178
teachers had fully completed the survey. For that reason six surveys were excluded from the data
analysis. Furthermore, 29 out of 37 principals completed the survey.
The second summary area is the participant’s demographics. The demographics of the
teachers included 159 females and 19 males. 163 teachers were Hispanic or Latino and 135 have
Bachelor’s Degree, 42 had a Master’s Degree and only 1 had a Doctorate Degree. The majority
of the teachers (81) were teachers ranging from the 3yr old program – 2nd grade. The
demographics of the principals included 19 females and 10 males. The majority of them (20)
were over the age of 45. In regards to ethnicity, 25 of them were Hispanic or Latino and all 29 of
them had a Master’s Degree.
The analysis of Question 3 determined that the perceptions of both teachers and
principals noted that the behaviors necessary to build mutual trust included the facets of
benevolence and openness. Key behaviors in each of these two facets included mutual support,
respect, having an open door policy, good communication, being fair and confidentiality. The
participants also noted key behaviors that inhibit building mutual trust. The behaviors belong to
the benevolence and openness facets. The participants noted lacking support, not having an open
door policy, not allowing teachers to be part of the decision making and gossiping.
In regards to Question 1 and 2, the results of Question 3 are supported by principal’s
individual results. Specifically, the researcher looked at the means each item survey and
principals noted the following survey items as having the same highest mean of 4.86 on the
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following four survey. Item number 9 and item number 11 are questions related to benevolence.
Item numbers 12 and 17 are related to the facet of openness. In contrast, the teacher’s individual
means yielded a different outcome as the facets reliability and competence had the highest
means. The highest two means on item number 35 with 4.7640 and item 16 with 4.7528 both in
the facet of reliability. The facet of competence had the same mean of 4.7472 both item number
23 and item 25.
Furthermore, the Kruskal-Wallis test was used to complete pair comparisons to compare
each pair of items on Question 1 and 2. The Kruskal-Wallis test results for Question 1 indicated
that there are significant differences among these five principal perception items at 0.05 level, χ2
(4) =25.166,

p<0.01. The differences indicated that the principals had different emphases on each

highest tem when they expressed their trust perceptions. The results of Kruskal-Wallis test for
Question 2 indicated that there are significant differences among these five principal perception
items at 0.05 level, χ2 (4) =112.420, p<0.01. The differences also indicated that the teachers, just
as the principal’s results, had a variety of different emphases on each highest item when they
expressed their trust perceptions.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion
Introduction
This chapter includes the summary of findings, conclusions, limitations, and
recommendations for future research. The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship
of trust between principals and teachers in elementary schools. Previous research (Hoy, Tarter,
and Wiskoskie, 1992; Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 2006; Forsyth
et al., 2011) has examined the relationship between faculty trust and school effectiveness in
elementary schools. The problem identified in examining trust is that few scholars have
examined the perceptions of trust of Hispanic Teachers and Administrators to determine if there
are similarities or differences, and how this is sustained to improve student achievement. Hence,
this study focused on examining the perceptions of trust between principals and teachers in
elementary schools with high academic achievement. The population scope was defined within a
low socio economic school district located in Cameron County, Texas. The participants of the
study were teachers from eight high achieving elementary school and 29 principals from a Texas
city bordering the country of Mexico; consequently the sample was binational, bilingual, and
bicultural. Survey Item Instruments were completed and data gathered through an online data
collection website called Survey Monkey.
Summary of Findings
There were eight schools that participated in the study and 29 principals. The surveys
provided information about beliefs, perceptions and attitudes of teachers and principals with
regard to trust, as well as how to develop and sustain trust. The identification of differences

between the perceptions of principals and teachers regarding behaviors needed to develop trust
are also included. There were three questions that guided this research. Q1: What perceptions do
teachers identify a principal should display in order to develop a teacher’s trust? Q2: What
perceptions do principals identify a teacher should display in order to develop a principal’s trust?
Q3: What are the similarities between the perceptions of principals and teacher regarding
behaviors needed to develop trust? The following section is a summary of the results of each of
the questions.
In Question 1, the researcher used the SPSS program to conduct descriptive analysis
(frequency and mean response outputs) and further completed a Kruskal-Wallis test. The
researcher examined each facet of trust and identified the highest mean of each facet as the
perceptions teachers identified as principals displaying in order to develop trust. The first facet
the researcher analyzed was Benevolence. In the facet of Benevolence, item # 15 – “The
principal is often one of the first people to arrive at school and one of the last to leave” had the
highest mean 4.1404 in this facet. In the facet of Honesty, item # 26 – “I have faith in the
integrity of the principal” had the highest mean of 4.2079. In the facet of openness, item #12 –
“The principal is accessible to parents, students, and teachers” had the highest mean of 4.2640.
In the facet of Reliability, item #27 – “I can rely of the principal” had the highest mean of
4.0618. In the last facet, competence, item #29 –“I value the principal’s suggestions on
instructional issues” had the highest mean of 4.2022. A Kruskal-Wallis test was completed using
the SPSS program to further examine the differences between each two items, pair comparison
procedures. The results indicated that there are significant differences among these five principal
perception items at 0.05 level, χ2 (4) =25.166, p<0.01. The differences indicate that the principals
had different emphasis on each highest item when they expressed their trust perceptions.
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Similar procedures were conducted in Question 2 as were in Question 1. The researcher
used the SPSS program to run Descriptive Statistics to observe the frequency responses and
further ran a Kruskal-Mallis test to recognize pair differences. The descriptive analysis was used
to examine each facet of trust and identified the highest mean of each facet as the perceptions
principals identified as teachers displaying in order to develop trust. The first facet analyzed was
Benevolence, item # 22 – “Teachers demonstrate that they care about parents, students, and
teachers in our school” had the highest mean of 4.3793 in this facet. In the facet of Honesty, item
#8 – “I have faith in the integrity of my staff” had the highest mean of 4.2414. In the facet of
Openness, item #10 – “I encourages teachers to have productive discussions with me about
various topics important to the school” had the highest mean of 4.6897. In the facet of
Reliability, item #35 – “If teachers are asked to do something, they will do it” had the highest
mean 4.4828. In the last facet, Competence, item #23 –“The teachers demonstrate that they
believe all children can learn and have a “do whatever it takes” mindset” had the highest mean of
4.2069.
The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there are significant differences
among these five principal perception items at 0.05 level, χ2 (4) =112.420, p<0.01. The difference
in the results indicated that the teachers had a variety of different emphases on each highest item
when they expressed their trust perceptions. The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to test if there was
a general difference among these five facets which represented the trust perceptions between
teacher and principals. The reports showed that there was a significant difference at 0.05 level,
Wilcoxon W =17714.00, p=0.002, when looking at the five different facets between the teachers
and principals. This meant that teachers and principals had some different concerns and
emphases on their perceptions of trust.
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In the final Question 3, overall the behaviors associated with building trust were found in
the facets of benevolence and openness. Keywords associated with the facet of trust include
being supportive, showing respect, keeping conversations confidential, and fairness. In regards to
the facet of openness, the keywords associated with this facet were having good communication
skills and having an open door policy. Communication included teachers being able to give input
on campus decision making.
Conclusions
The following section discusses the implications of the research study. These
implications include the methodology designs of previous research. In addition, it also had
implications on the research of the Collective Trust Model. The overall implications also impact
future and current school administrators in the way they build trust with their teachers.
Implications.
The findings of this study have implication for current and future school administrators in
the way they build trust in their schools. As discussed in Chapter 2, previous research studies
(Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy, Tarter, & Wiskoskie, 1992; Hoy & Sabo, 1998), have analyzed
the significance of principal-teacher relationships and how trust is a key factor in these
relationships. The present study built upon the topic of trust to help and support school
administrators build a more significant and receptive relationship with their faculty. As a result,
implications occurred to prior research.
The first implication dealt with methodology. As discussed previously, the survey
instruments that were used in this research study were used in previous quantitative research
(Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999, Bryk & Schneider 2002, Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy, Gage,
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III & Tarter 2006; Wolfe 2010). The Mutual Trust and Job Satisfaction Surveys developed by
Wolfe (2010) were adapted and utilized in the present study. The original 39-item survey
instruments were used to examine the variable and perceptions of trust between teachers and
principals. The researcher modified Wolfe’s (2010) survey instruments, with written consent by
Wolfe, to use and modify the research instruments for the purpose of this research study.
In addition, the modifications made to the instruments were completed to make the
instrument easier for the reader to use. The original instrument had the Likert scale questions
randomly scattered which made the fluidity of reading the survey items shift from one
perspective to another. The researcher regrouped the item surveys to clusters that would make
fluidity of the reader to focus on one type of perception at a time. The reordering of the item
questions did not affect the responses or the data analysis originally intended by Wolfe (2010).
The data was used to identify common perceptions mentioned as factors that aid in the
development of mutual trust between principals and teachers. The surveys did provide what they
are intended to do. They are intended to provide information about the beliefs, perceptions and
attitudes of teachers and principals with regard to trust and how to develop/sustain trust. In
addition, the researcher was able to use the data to identify similarities of the principals and
teachers perceptions of the behaviors needed to develop trust. For this reason, the original survey
used by previous researchers (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999, Bryk & Schneider 2002,
Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Hoy, Gage, III & Tarter 2006; Wolfe 2010) can still be used today to
add to the literature of building trust.
Another implication to prior research is to the Collective Trust Model. As previously
noted, “The core of the model is the social construction of shared trust beliefs within
interdependent groups of an organization” (Forsyth et el., 2011). Moreover, collective trust
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derives from daily social exchanges in which people interpret verbal and nonverbal
communication. Hence, they build collective trust out of these experiences and consequences
occur. One of these consequences included in the model was student achievement. Consequently,
it was important to look at this model in order to see how principals and teachers daily social
exchanges yielded perceptions on how to build trust and hence, produce better student academic
achievement.
Limitations
This research study had limitations that were challenging in data collection and analyses.
For example, the survey was conducted online. Second, the sample was selected from one school
district, and third the participants responses were based on their own perceptions at the time they
took they survey. The following section will elaborate on these three challenges posed to the
researcher.
The first limitation was that the survey instruments were available to the participants
using an online website called Survey Monkey. The limitation was that the participants may not
all have had access to a computer or to internet access. Also, it was not a one-to-one survey and
the researcher was not able to control how many participants could actually fill out the survey.
Reminders were sent to the participants about the research study as well as the link available for
them to complete the survey. Three reminders were sent in total in a span of one month. The
collection of data began at different times, yet they all had two weeks to complete the survey.
The second limitation noted by the researcher was that sample size was conducted from
only one school district. The school district used in the research is the largest school district in
regards to the neighboring cities. Having other school districts involved in the research study
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would have provided different perceptions from participants from smaller school district and not
comparable to the large district used.
The third limitation was that the responses were based on the participant’s perceptions.
Every day is different for all participants and depending of what kind of day or school climate
the campus has could affect their perceptions. For example, conflicts with administration,
students, parents, school personnel or even issues at home could have occurred. Hence,
perceptions are out of the control of the researcher and thus a limitation.
Recommendations for Future Research
The following section provides recommendations for future research. The topic of trust in
schools began in the 1980’s. Hoy and Henderson (1982) began the research of trust in schools in
regards to authentic behaviors of principals. Later on, Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) continued
looking at the topic of trust in schools and they focused their research on measuring the trust of
the faculty as a whole with three faculty trust scales. These faculty trust scales were later used in
research that continued exploring the relationship of trust in schools. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran
(1999) continued with the research topic and they began the first studies of the facets of trust.
Their results generated the conceptualization of the facets and referents of trust which
researchers can still apply today to measure trust in their schools. The researcher of this study
built upon their work on how trust is an important facet in everyday schools. For that reason, the
researcher has some possible questions than can be further explored. The questions are all
equally important in examining trust.
1. How do new principals build trust among their faculty when the school is considered
a low performing school?
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2. Examining the perceptions of trust between principals and teachers in middle schools
or high schools.
3. How do main office administrators build trust with campus principals?
4. Examining the perceptions of trust between noncertified personnel and certified
personnel on their campus.
The four suggestions above will continue to add to the literature on building trust in
schools as well as to bring to light fresh perspectives. The first suggestion would examine new
principals on campus and how they build trust in schools. Researchers could examine
experienced principals going into a new campus verses less experienced principals and how they
build trust in their school which is considered as low performing.
The second suggestion would be similar to this researcher study but looking at the
perceptions of middle school or high school teachers. The third suggestion would examine the
relationships of principals and main office school administrators. Perhaps looking at the
differences between large and small school district personnel and how they build trust with them
being in different buildings and perhaps the other side of town.
The fourth and final further research suggestion includes the perceptions of building trust
between certified and noncertified personnel. Noncertified personnel may bring to light different
perceptions that school administrators had not realized and could be beneficial to building trust
among the whole school and not just teachers.
Summary
In conclusion, the topic of trust in schools is a topic that school administrators need to
examine further. The new accountability system in Texas is placing added pressure on school
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administrators and the expectation for student academic achievement is higher than it has ever
been. School administrators are looking for other options besides textbooks and resources in
order to help their students achieve higher academic success. This research study helps school
administrators see a glimpse of what the relationship of trust looks like in successful schools. As
mentioned by Ghamrawi (2011), trust is critical because it establishes higher levels of teachers’
self-efficacy, collaboration, commitment, collective vision and building a strong sense of
belonging. Results from this study can inform and influence school administrators looking for
other options in improving their student’s academic success in state mandated tests.
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Appendices
Appendix A - Teacher Survey

Dear Participant,
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. This survey is part of research on teacher
perceptions and beliefs that is being conducted as part of a dissertation study.
Your participation is voluntary. You may decline to complete the survey or you may skip any
item that you feel uncomfortable answering. The survey should take about ten minutes to
complete.
All responses are anonymous. There are no correct or incorrect answers. The researcher is
interested only in your frank opinion in order to determine the statistical relationships between
the variables.
Please do not complete the survey if you are an administrator, teacher assistance or office
personnel on campus.
Please return the completed survey to the person who gave it to you. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact Gabriela Rodriguez at 459-3034 or email at gabee74@gmail.com.
Your time, insights, and perceptions are valuable resources. Thank you for sharing them!
Your campus will be receiving a certificate of participation at the end of the study.
Page 1
******************************************************************************
Please answer the following questions by selecting the one that best describes your situation.
1. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
2. What is your age?
A. 18-24 years old
B. 25-34 years old
C. 35-44 years old
D. 45 years or older
3. Ethnicity origin (or Race): Please specify your ethnicity.
A. White
B. Hispanic or Latino
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C.
D.
E.
F.

Black or African American
Native American or American Indian
Asian/Pacific Islander
Other

4. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently enrolled,
highest degree received.
A. Bachelor’s degree
B. Master’s degree
C. Doctorate degree
5. How long have you taught under your current principal?
A. 0 – 5 years
B. 6-10 years
C. 11-15 years
D. 15 years or more
6. How long have you taught at this school?
A. 0 – 5 years
B. 6-10 years
C. 11-15 years
D. 15 years or more
7. What best describes your current position?
A. 3yr old Program Teacher – 2nd Grade
B. 3rd – 5th Grade
C. Special Education Teacher
D. Special Programs Teacher (Physical Education, Music, Art, Dyslexia, Librarian or
Counselor)
Page 2
******************************************************************************
8. The principal demonstrates faith in my integrity.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

9. The principal demonstrates that he or she cares about parents, students, and teachers in
our school.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
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10. The principal encourages me to have productive discussions about various topics
important to the school.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always

11. The principal in our school is sensitive to our needs.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

12. The principal is accessible to parents, students, and teachers.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

13. The principal would have no reason to doubt what I tell him/her.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

14. The principal listens to my ideas.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Always

Usually

15. The principal is often one of the first people to arrive at school and one of the last to
leave.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
16. The principal can rely on me.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

17. The principal shares information with me.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

18. The principal includes teacher leaders when developing ideas or programs.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
19. The principal in this school is competent in doing his/her job.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Page 3

Always

******************************************************************************
20. I feel like I can share my opinions and ideas with the principal.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

21. I feel like I can go to the principal to share concerns or get support.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
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22. I demonstrate that I care about parents, students, and teachers in my school.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
23. I demonstrate that I believe all children can learn and have a “do whatever it takes”’
mindset.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always

24. I demonstrate appreciation towards the principal.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

25. I demonstrate that I provide varied opportunities for my students to learn the same
concept.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
26. I have faith in the integrity of the principal.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

27. I can rely on the principal.
Never
Rarely

Usually

Always

Usually

Always

29. I value the principal’s suggestions on instructional issues.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

30. I keep the principal informed about events in my classroom.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

Sometimes

28. I never question the honesty of the principal.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

31. I seek information about best instructional practices.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Page 4

Always

******************************************************************************
32. If my principal says that he/she will do something, you can count on it.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
33. If the principal asks me to do something, it will be done.
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Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Usually

Always

34. It bothers me the way some people treat the principal.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

35. If I am asked to do something, I will do it.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

36. Overall, I am very satisfied with my job.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

37. The level of trust I have for the principal affects my level of job satisfaction.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
38. Do you believe that there is mutual trust between the teachers and the principal in this
school?
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
39. Do you feel there are significant differences in the levels of trust between you and your
principal?
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
40. I would be happy to continue teaching at this school in the future.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
Page 5
******************************************************************************
41. Are there other behaviors that you believe help to develop mutual trust between teachers
and principals? Specify if the behavior is one belonging to a teacher or a principal.

42. Are there other behaviors that you believe inhibit the development of mutual trust
between teachers and principals? Specify if the behavior is one belonging to a teacher or
a principal.
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Page 6
************************************************************************
By completing the survey you have given implied consent to participate in this study.

Thank you for participating in the survey. The data will be compiled and your answers will
remain confidential. Your campus will be receiving a certificate of appreciation for your time.

Page 7
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Appendix B - Principal Survey
Dear Participant,
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. This survey is part of research on teacher
perceptions and beliefs that is being conducted as part of a dissertation study.
Your participation is voluntary. You may decline to complete the survey or you may skip any
item that you feel uncomfortable answering. The survey should take about ten minutes to
complete.
All responses are anonymous. There are no correct or incorrect answers. The researcher is
interested only in your frank opinion in order to determine the statistical relationships between
the variables.
Please do not complete the survey if you are not an elementary principal.
Please return the completed survey to the person who gave it to you. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact Gabriela Rodriguez at 459-3034 or email at gabee74@gmail.com.
Your time, insights, and perceptions are valuable resources. Thank you for sharing them!
Page 1
******************************************************************************
Please answer the following questions by selecting the one that best describes your situation.
1. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
2. What is your age?
A. 18-24 years old
B. 25-34 years old
C. 35-44 years old
D. 45 years or older
3. Ethnicity origin (or Race): Please specify your ethnicity.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

White
Hispanic or Latino
Black or African American
Native American or American Indian
Asian/Pacific Islander
Other
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4. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently enrolled,
highest degree received.
A. Master’s degree
B. Doctorate degree
5. How long have you been a principal?
A.
B.
C.
D.

0 – 5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
15 years or more

6. How long have you been at your current campus?
A.
B.
C.
D.

0 – 5 years
6 – 10 years
11 – 15 years
15 years or more

7. Approximately what percent of the staff has been here for the entire time that you have
been the administrator?
A.
B.
C.
D.

0 – 25%
26% – 50%
51% – 75%
76% or more
Page 2

******************************************************************************
8. I have faith in the integrity of my staff.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

9. I demonstrate that I care about the parents, students, and teachers in our school.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
10. I encourage teachers to have productive discussions with me about various topics
important to the school.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
11. I am sensitive to the needs of the parents, students, and teachers in our school.
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Never

Rarely

Sometimes

12. I am accessible to parents, students, and teachers.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

Usually

Always

13. I would never have a reason to doubt what a teacher tells me.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

14. I listen to ideas that teachers share with me.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Always

Usually

15. I am often one of the first people to arrive at school and one of the last to leave.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
16. I can rely on the teachers.
Never
Rarely

Sometimes

Usually

Always

17. I share information with the teachers.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

18. I include teacher leaders when developing ideas or programs.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
19. I am competent in doing my job.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Page 3

Usually

Always

Always

******************************************************************************
20. Teachers feel like they can share their opinions and ideas with me.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
21. Teachers feel like they can come to me to share concerns or get support.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
22. Teachers demonstrate that they care about parents, students, and teachers in our school.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
23. The teachers demonstrate that they believe all children can learn and have a “do whatever
it takes”’ mindset.
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Never

Rarely

Sometimes

24. Teachers demonstrate appreciation towards me.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

Usually

Always

25. Teachers demonstrate that they provide varied opportunities for their students to learn the
same concept.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
26. Teachers have faith in my integrity.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

27. Teachers can rely on me.
Never
Rarely

Sometimes

Usually

Always

28. Teachers never question my honesty.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

29. Teachers value my suggestions on instructional issues.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

30. Teachers keep me informed about events in their classroom.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

31. Teachers seek information about best instructional practices.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Page 4

Always

******************************************************************************
32. If I says that I will do something, teachers can count on it.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

33. If I ask a teacher to do something, it will be done.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Always

Usually

34. Teachers show that the way some people treat me bothers them.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always

35. If teachers are asked to do something, they will do it.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually

Always
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36. Overall, I am very satisfied with my job.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Usually

Always

37. The level of trust I have for my teachers affects my level of job satisfaction.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
38. Do you believe that there is mutual trust between the teachers and principal in this
school?
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
39. Do you feel there are significant differences in the levels of trust between you and your
teachers?
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Always
40. I would be happy to continue serving at this school in the future.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Usually
Page 6

Always

******************************************************************************
41. Are there other behaviors that you believe help to develop mutual trust between teachers
and principals? Specify if the behavior is one belonging to a teacher or a principal.

42. Are there other behaviors that you believe inhibit the development of mutual trust
between teachers and principals? Specify if the behavior is one belonging to a teacher or
a principal.

Page 7
***************************************************************************
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By completing the survey you have given implied consent to participate in this study.

Thank you for participating in the survey.
The data will be compiled and your answers will remain confidential.

Page 8
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Appendix C: UTB – IRB Approval Letter
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Appendix D: Dr. Christine Wolfe’s Letter for Consent and Response Consent Form
Letter written by researcher for consent
Gabriela Rodriguez
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
November 11, 2013
Dear Dr. Wolfe:
I am currently a doctoral candidate at the University of Texas at Brownsville majoring in
Curriculum and Instruction with an emphasis in Educational Leadership. I am writing to you
today to ask for your consent in using your Trust and Job Satisfaction Surveys you created in
2010. I came across your dissertation online and I really liked your surveys and I would like to
adapt them to my own research. I will be looking at the relationship of trust between principalsteachers and their effects in student achievement.
Please let me know if you have any questions for me and if you give your consent for me
to use and adapt your Trust and Job Satisfaction Surveys. I look forward in hearing from you
soon.
Best Regards
Gabriela Rodriguez
Doctoral Candidate
University of Texas at Brownsville
Response Consent
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Appendix E: BISD Assessment, Research and Evaluation (ARE) Approval Letter

118

Appendix F: SPSS Frequency Output Summary of Principal’s Demographics

Principal gender
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1

19

65.5

65.5

65.5

2

10

34.5

34.5

100.0

Total

29

100.0

100.0

Principal age
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

35 to 44

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

9

31.0

31.0

31.0

45 or older

20

69.0

69.0

100.0

Total

29

100.0

100.0

Principal ethnicity
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

White
Hispantic or Latino
Asian/Pacific Islander
Total

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

3

10.3

10.3

10.3

25

86.2

86.2

96.6

1

3.4

3.4

100.0

29

100.0

100.0

Principal Ed. Degree
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Master's Degree

29

Percent

Valid Percent

100.0
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100.0

Percent
100.0

Years as a Principal
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

0-5 year

15

51.7

51.7

51.7

6-10 year

10

34.5

34.5

86.2

11-15 year

2

6.9

6.9

93.1

15 year or more

2

6.9

6.9

100.0

29

100.0

100.0

Total

Principal Years at the Campus
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

0-5 year

18

62.1

62.1

62.1

6-10 year

8

27.6

27.6

89.7

11-15 year

2

6.9

6.9

96.6

15 year or more

1

3.4

3.4

100.0

29

100.0

100.0

Total

Percent of the Staff Has Been Here
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

0-25%

3

10.3

10.3

10.3

26%-50%

2

6.9

6.9

17.2

51%-75%

5

17.2

17.2

34.5

76% or more

19

65.5

65.5

100.0

Total

29

100.0

100.0
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Appendix G: SPSS Frequency Teacher’s Demographic Frequency Tables
Teacher Gender
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

159

89.3

89.3

89.3

2.00

19

10.7

10.7

100.0

Total

178

100.0

100.0

Teacher Age
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

2.00

41

23.0

23.0

23.0

3.00

65

36.5

36.5

59.6

4.00

72

40.4

40.4

100.0

Total

178

100.0

100.0

Teacher Ethnicity
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

10

5.6

5.6

5.6

2.00

162

91.0

91.0

96.6

4.00

1

.6

.6

97.2

5.00

2

1.1

1.1

98.3

6.00

3

1.7

1.7

100.0

Total

178

100.0

100.0

Teacher Highest Degree Completed
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

135

75.8

75.8

75.8

2.00

42

23.6

23.6

99.4

3.00

1

.6

.6

100.0

Total

178

100.0

100.0
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Years Taught under Current Principal
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

68

38.2

38.2

38.2

2.00

65

36.5

36.5

74.7

3.00

22

12.4

12.4

87.1

4.00

23

12.9

12.9

100.0

Total

178

100.0

100.0

Years Taught at Current Campus
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

52

29.2

29.2

29.2

2.00

52

29.2

29.2

58.4

3.00

32

18.0

18.0

76.4

4.00

42

23.6

23.6

100.0

Total

178

100.0

100.0

Teacher Current Position
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

1.00

81

45.5

45.5

45.5

2.00

59

33.1

33.1

78.7

3.00

11

6.2

6.2

84.8

4.00

27

15.2

15.2

100.0

Total

178

100.0

100.0
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Appendix H: Q1 - SPSS Mean Responses Teachers and Principals

Group Statistics
Profession
9

11

15

26

28

12

14

17

18

21

27

32

19

29

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Teacher

178

4.1011

1.00333

.07520

Principal

29

4.8621

.35093

.06517

Teacher

178

3.8202

1.19851

.08983

Principal

29

4.8621

.35093

.06517

Teacher

178

4.1404

.99003

.07421

Principal

29

4.3448

.66953

.12433

Teacher

178

4.2079

1.05045

.07873

Principal

29

4.2759

.59140

.10982

Teacher

178

3.8933

1.33821

.10030

Principal

29

4.0345

1.32241

.24557

Teacher

178

4.2640

.91005

.06821

Principal

29

4.8621

.35093

.06517

Teacher

178

3.9045

1.11329

.08344

Principal

29

4.7586

.51096

.09488

Teacher

178

4.0730

.90837

.06809

Principal

29

4.8621

.35093

.06517

Teacher

178

3.8989

1.13541

.08510

Principal

29

4.5517

.57235

.10628

Teacher

178

3.8427

1.24328

.09319

Principal

29

4.6207

.56149

.10427

Teacher

178

4.0618

1.09524

.08209

Principal

29

4.7931

.41225

.07655

Teacher

178

4.0056

.94777

.07104

Principal

29

4.7241

.45486

.08447

Teacher

178

4.1910

1.04559

.07837

Principal

29

4.8276

.38443

.07139

Teacher

178

4.2022

.97052

.07274

Principal

29

4.3793

.67685

.12569
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Appendix I: Q2 - SPSS Mean Responses Teachers and Principals

Group Statistics
Profession
22

24

34

8

13

10

20

30

16

33

35

23

25

31

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Teacher

178

4.7360

.53462

.04007

Principal

29

4.3793

.49380

.09170

Teacher

178

4.3652

.84794

.06356

Principal

29

4.0690

.59348

.11021

Teacher

178

3.0337

1.27514

.09558

Principal

29

3.4828

1.21363

.22537

Teacher

178

4.1910

.98436

.07378

Principal

29

4.2414

.57664

.10708

Teacher

178

4.2697

1.17665

.08819

Principal

29

3.7241

.75103

.13946

Teacher

178

4.0449

1.07787

.08079

Principal

29

4.6897

.47082

.08743

Teacher

178

3.9438

1.14842

.08608

Principal

29

4.4828

.63362

.11766

Teacher

178

4.2865

.82472

.06182

Principal

29

4.3793

.56149

.10427

Teacher

178

4.7528

.49360

.03700

Principal

29

4.4138

.50123

.09308

Teacher

178

4.6854

.55430

.04155

Principal

29

4.4138

.56803

.10548

Teacher

178

4.7640

.46389

.03477

Principal

29

4.4828

.50855

.09443

Teacher

178

4.7472

.50770

.03805

Principal

29

4.2069

.49130

.09123

Teacher

178

4.7472

.51871

.03888

Principal

29

4.0690

.59348

.11021

Teacher

178

4.4438

.72071

.05402

Principal

29

4.0690

.79871

.14832
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Appendix J: Survey Item Number 41 SPSS Frequency Outputs
Question 41 Both Principals and Teachers Facet
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

No Data

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

127

61.4

61.4

61.4

Benevolence

40

19.3

19.3

80.7

Honesty

10

4.8

4.8

85.5

Openness

26

12.6

12.6

98.1

Reliability

3

1.4

1.4

99.5

Competence

1

.5

.5

100.0

207

100.0

100.0

Total

Question 41 Principal Facet
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

No Data

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

12

41.4

41.4

41.4

Benevolence

3

10.3

10.3

51.7

Honesty

4

13.8

13.8

65.5

Openness

6

20.7

20.7

86.2

Reliability

3

10.3

10.3

96.6

Competence

1

3.4

3.4

100.0

29

100.0

100.0

Total

Question 41 Teacher Facet
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

No Data
Benevolence
Honesty
Openness
Total

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

115

64.6

64.6

64.6

37

20.8

20.8

85.4

6

3.4

3.4

88.8

20

11.2

11.2

100.0

178

100.0

100.0

*No responses given that belonging to competence and reliability.
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Appendix K: Survey Item Number 41 SPSS Frequency Outputs

Question 42 Both Principal and Teachers Facet
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

No Response

150

72.5

72.5

72.5

Benevolence

28

13.5

13.5

86.0

8

3.9

3.9

89.9

Openness

15

7.2

7.2

97.1

Reliability

3

1.4

1.4

98.6

Competence

3

1.4

1.4

100.0

207

100.0

100.0

Honesty

Total

Question 42 Principals Facet
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

No Data

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

15

51.7

51.7

51.7

Benevolence

5

17.2

17.2

69.0

Honesty

3

10.3

10.3

79.3

Openness

5

17.2

17.2

96.6

Competence

1

3.4

3.4

100.0

29

100.0

100.0

Total

*No responses given belonging to Reliability.
Question 42 Teachers Facet
Cumulative
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

No Response

135

75.8

75.8

75.8

Benevolence

23

12.9

12.9

88.8

5

2.8

2.8

91.6

Openness

10

5.6

5.6

97.2

Reliability

3

1.7

1.7

98.9

Competence

2

1.1

1.1

100.0

178

100.0

100.0

Honesty

Total

126

Index L: Omnibus Trust Scale

127

Index M: Certified Teacher Count Form

Certified Teacher Count
Please return this form to XXXXXXX or fax to XXX-XXXX.
Thank you....
Campus Name: ____________________________
Grade Level/Subject

Number of Certified Teachers

3yr old program
Pre-kinder
Kinder
1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
SPED Teachers (Resource,
Inclusion, BI, PPCD, etc.)
PE Teachers
Music Teacher
TLI Teacher
Dyslexia Teacher
Art Teacher
Librarian
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Of the Total Number of
Teachers on previous
column how many of them
are new to your campus this
year?

